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The Caucasian language material

in Evliya Çelebi’s “Travel book”

A Revision

Jost Gippert

When in 1934, Robert BLEICHSTEINER published the Caucasian language specimina

contained in the “travel book” of the 17th century Turkish writer Evliya Çelebi1, he was

struck by the amount of reliability he found in Evliya’s notations: “(Die Sprachproben)

sind, von einzelnen Mißverständnissen abgesehen, und wenn man die falschen Punktierun-

gen und Irrtümer der Kopisten abrechnet, außerordentlich gut, ja zuweilen mit einem

gewissen phonetischen Geschick wiedergegeben, was der Auffassungsgabe und dem Eifer

Evliyas ein hohes Zeugnis ausstellt. Man muß bedenken, wie schwer das arabische Alpha-

bet, ohne weitere Unterscheidungszeichen, wie sie die islamischen Kaukasusvölker

anwenden, die verwickelten, oft über 70 verschiedene Phoneme umfassenden Lautsysteme

wiederzugeben imstande ist. Wenn trotzdem die Entzifferung der Sprachproben zum

größten Teil geglückt ist, so muß man der ungewöhnlichen Begabung des türkischen

Reisenden und Gelehrten schrankenlose Bewunderung zollen” (85).

BLEICHSTEINER’s 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 Ahmet CEVDET), published in Istanbul between

1896 and 19012, nor Joseph von HAMMER-PURGSTALL’s translation, which had appeared

1 “Die kaukasischen Sprachproben in Evliya Çelebi’s Seyahetname”, in: Caucasica 11, 84-126.

2 Evliya Çelebi, Seyahetname, Vols. I-VI; Vols. VII-VIII were edited by Kilisli RIF
c
AT and appeared in

Istanbul 1928, Vols. IX-X ib. in 1935-1938.
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half a century earlier3, 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 called Ba˘gdat Köşkü series of

Istanbul manuscripts4. 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, BLEICHSTEINER’s 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 withAbkhaz (in Evliya’s words:lisān-i cacı̄b u garı̄b-i Abāza,

i.e. “the strange and peculiar language of the Abaza”; as is well known, Abkhaz was

Evliya’s mother’s tongue) andUbykh (lisān-i ˙Sadşa-Abaza, “language of the Sad¸sa-Aba-

za”), both appearing in pag. 258b f. of manuscript Ba˘gdat 304, within the second book of

the Seyāhat-nāme. Later on in the same book, we find theGeorgian (Şawşad Gürcilerinio

lisānı, “the language of the ¸Sawşat=Šavšeti – Georgians”) and theMegrelian (Megrel

kavminio lisānları, “the languages of the Megrel tribe”) specimen, on pag. 320a and 332b,

respectively. TheCircassian (lisān-i Çerākize-yi māmalūqa, “language of the Mamluk-

Circassians”) specimen is contained in pag. 157b of the manuscript Ba˘gdat 308 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 Elio PROVASI5 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-

3 “Narrative of Travels in Europe, Asia and Africa ... by Evliya Effendi”, London 1846-1850.

4 Cf. F. KREUTEL, “Neues zur Evliya Çelebi Forschung”, in: Der Islam 48, 1972, 269-298, esp. 274.

5 “Encore sur l’oubykh d’Evliyā Čelebi”, in: Annali (dell’) Istituto Universitario Orientale (di) Napoli,
vol. 44, 1984, 307-317.
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ian word or sentence in question are quoted for comparison; except for Ubykh, where G.

DUMÉZIL’s study is used as a reference6, this is normally R. BLEICHSTEINER’s 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,

I make use of the methodic principles as developed by R. DANKOFF for his “Evliya Çelebi

Glossary” of “Unusual, Dialectal and Foreign Words in the Seyahat-name”, the preparation

of which gave rise to the present study7. Especially the following rules should be kept in

mind here: Arabicalif ( Z ) is transcribed asa or ä, the mark ofa-vocalization,fat ˙ha ( G. ),

ase or á, Arabic yā ( } / { ) and the mark ofi-vocalization,kasra (
G
. ), as i or é, Arabic

wāw ( z ) and the mark ofu-vocalization, ˙damma( H. ), as o, u, ö, or ü, 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 Laz8: The 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; cf. DANKOFF’s glossary (114) for this.

6 “L’oubykh d’ Evliya Çelebî”, in: Journal Asiatique 266, 1978, 57-66. PROVASI (l.c.) does not deal
explicitly with all entries presented by Evliya.

7 The volume, published at the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations of Harvard
University (Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures, ed. by ¸Sinasi TEKIN & Gönül Alpay TEKIN, 14:
Turkish sources XII), has just appeared (1991; the main titel is Turkish: Evliya Çelebi lügatı. Seyahat-
name’deki Yabancı kelimeler, Mahallîİfadeler); on pages 121 sq., it contains a short account of Evliya’s
Caucasian language materials.

8 Cf. e.g. S.S.̌ZIKIA , “Evlia Čelebi lazebisa da lazuris šesaxeb /Ėvlija Čelebi o lazax i lazskom jazyke”,
in: Iberiul- ˙kav ˙kasiuri 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:

^

¬˛zZ
w

¬æ∑* {Ææ¸¨¸¬H# ‰>z¨¿¸ ‚¸ f¨*gÏ ıøæ† Â d
}

Ææ*¬
H
•
H
$ ‰"¬¸¬† yÆæ≈£√#

‰∫√À ‰•*Î# Ã"£D ‰æ>Z Ã>Æ∫° Æ† ^z¨>Z Õπ˛£¿±
H
≈ ‰æ±¸Æ< y¨æ©* vzZ

seyyā ˙hlara bu gūneşutūmları daxı bilmek l¯azımdır kim kendüye sögdükleri maclūm olup

ol ma ˙halde herkesle˙hüsn-i ülfetėdüp bir taqr¯ıb ile cānib-i selāmete çıqa.

“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 region.”9

My thanks are due to Robert DANKOFF, Klaus KREISER and Semih TEZCAN, who

checked all readings and contributed many improvements, especially for the Turkic part,

as well as Winfried BOEDER and George HEWITT, to whom I 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.

9 Lines 30-31 within the Megrelian specimen (pag. 332b).
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Abkhaz:

In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are marked byc, glottalized ones by

c

.

Palatalization is marked by ˜ , labialization by °. Vowel length is marked by :. Word

accent is only indicated, by|, where I 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 anemay be assumed, are indicated by braces.

When other corrections are necessary, an asterisk is used.

Turkish meaning BLEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) 1 1 ak

c

a ak-y ak

c

| e aqı
G
rÚ

(iki) 2 2 cw-ba √b-a c°( e)b|a w{ü}ba £†
H
z

(üç) 3 3
˘
h-pca,

˘
h e-pca xŒ-a ( e)xpc|a {ı}xpa ? £Gß

M
 
G
Z

(dört) 4 4 pcš’ e-ba Œwhb-a pcš ˜ ( e)b|a b{ı}şba £G§≤
G
†

(beş) 5 5
˘
hv e-ba xub-a x°( e)b|a xuba £

G
†¬
H
 



13

(altı) 6 6 f-ba fb-a f( e)b|a f{ı}ba £G§
G
˘

(yedi) 7 7 bž’-ba b9hb-a b( e)ž ˜ b|a b{ı}zba £
G
†
M
∞
G
†

(sekiz) 8 8 ā-ba aab-a a:b|a cába £G§
G
ˆ

(doquz) 9 9 ž’v-ba 9Ób-a ž°( e)b|a j{ı}ba £
G
†
G
h

(on) 10 10 žva-ba 9Óab-a ž°ab|a *ju(a)ba ? £
G
†
H
zg

Today’s formsz°ba “9” and ž°aba “10” have the same initial consonant, a labialized

ž; so Evliya’s g 〈z〉 in the latter word must stand for ah 〈ž〉 as in the first one; cp. the

following two entries too. If “10” had the medial-a- at his time already, he must have

confused ˙dammaand fat ˙ha additionally; but cp. the following two entries.

(on bir) 11 11 žvejza ! 9Ó-eiza ž°|aiza ! [aqı zu(a)ba] £
G
†z
H
g
G
rÚ

(on iki) 12 12 žvacwa ! 9Ó-a√a ž°|ac°a ! [w{ü}ba ju(a)pa] £
G
Cz
H
h£†
H
z

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 BLEICHSTEINER (105: 11). I have no sources that indicate Evliya’s combina-

tions as possible variants; even Baron USLAR in the first Abkhaz Grammar (Ėtnografija

Kavkaza I, Tiflis 1887, p. 98) gave only today’s forms. Cp. the Ubykh and Megrelian

numbers too.

gel M
·
G
¸ “come” u-āj uaai w-|a:-i wac(e)y M

{
Z

o G
z

Evliya’s cayn written above theelif seems to be correct, because “to come”, inf.a-ai−ra
a:y-ra, contains the sound /a:/, written〈aa〉 today, which is assumed to have deve-

loped by the loss of a voiced intervocalic pharyngal fricative similar to arab.cayn. Cp.

the spelling of the numerala:|ba “eight” above. Note that the word‰˛£*Z imāle “flexion”

is written above the{ 〈y〉 in this entry which might indicate a higher articulation of

the vowel denoted by thekasra; cp. the first Georgian entry for this. — The form given

here is possibly contained in Evliya’s Megrelian specimen, too, as a borrowing.

git M
Õ√
G
¸ “go” u-ća, u-ca uc-ei (?) w( e)-cc|a-i (?) uç(é)y(?) MÂ

G
À
H
zZ

I do not see a reason for a-i in this form (inf. “to go”: a−ca−r-a a-cca-r|a), unless it be

the “suffix of categoriality” as, more probably, in the following item. The form would

have to be read asucce-i or ucce-y (uce−i) in this case, thekasra perhaps denoting a

close pronunciation of the-e-, which is due to an “umlaut” caused by the-i itself. A.N.

GENKO (O jazyke Ubyxov; in: Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie Gumanitarnyx

Nauk, 1928, 242) pointed to the Bzyb variantw e\̇‚a, i.e. ucc ˜ a, with a palatal affricate,
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for Evliya’s spelling; together with the suffixed-i, this would yield ucc ˜ |e-i as G.

HEWITT states (letter dated 22.7.91; the grammar of the “Bzybskij dialekt abxazskogo

jazyka” by X.S. BGAŽBA, Tbilisi 1964, is not available to me so far). Compareumçin

“don’t go”, below. Note that there is asukūn above the final{ 〈y〉.

o ˙tur f¬
H
%zZ “sit” u-t

c

v e utÓ-e−i w( e)-t

c

°|a-i ut(u)wey(?) {¬
H
°
H
zZ

The vocalization mark above the¬° 〈tu〉 in this word seems rather to be a˙damma

than afat ˙ha, Evliya thus probably denoting the labial-t

c

°-. In addition, the wordimāle

is noted above the} 〈y〉 again; this might indicate the raised pronunciation of the

root-internal -a- (cf. the infinitive a−tÓa−r-a a-t

c

°a-r|a) as -e- due to the following-i

which will be the so-called “suffiks kategoriqnosti”, cf. the Grammatika abxaz-

skogo jazyka, Suxumi 1968, p. 117.

qalq ›˛£˙ “get up” u-g el ug-yl w( e)-g| el uqıl M
·
G
˙
H
zZ

gitme ‰
G
ø•
G
¸ “don’t go” u-m-ć- en umcan w( e)-m-cca-n umçın(?) „√´*

H
zZ

Compareuç(é)y, above. BLEICHSTEINER gives an- e- in the “Prohibitiv” instead of the

radical -a-, but the Abkhaz Grammar (118) has the formu-m-ca-n u-m-cca-n for “ne
xodi” only. Evliya’s -i- is clear, however; possibly, there is an additionalkasrabelow

the c 〈ç〉. So this may rather be a variant as used in the Bzyb dialect again, where

a form umc ˜ -yn u-m-cc ˜ | e-n is possible according to G. HEWITT (l.c.). — By the way,

all imperative forms so far have amasculine agent indicated.

oġlan xÎ¯zZ “boy” àrpc eźba -arŒys |arpc es arp(ı)ş ’C
M
f
G
Z

As against Evliya’s notation, which well represents today’s standard form, BLEICH-

STEINER’s àrpc eźba which he obviously owed to N. MARR’s Abkhaz dictionary (Ab-

xazsko-russkij slovar’, Leningrad 1926, 71: à-rf eZba “}nowa”), is enlarged with a

suffix -ba otherwise used in building family names, and derived fromaŒa apca “son”

according to the Abkhaz grammar (47). GENKO (l.c.) points to the Bzyb variant,àrf eS,

i.e. |arpc es ˜ , once again to cope with Evliya’sj 〈 ş〉.

giderim wf y¨√
G
¸ “I go” s e-ć-ap

c

scap sccap

c

s(ı)çab [£
G
´√
G
#

This is a future form, better translated as “I shall go”; cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (105:

19). Note that Evliya writes it with a final[ 〈b〉 instead of â 〈p〉.
cavret \f¬ˆ “wife” a-pchv es, a-pchv `eś aŒxÓ-ys apcx°| es apxw(ı)ş M

j
H
¬™†Z

According to my sources,aŒxÓ-ys apcx°| es means both “9ena” and “9en<ina”. — As

for Evliya’s j 〈 ş〉, GENKO (l.c.) points to the Bzyb variant again, which ends in a
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palatal-s ˜ ; cp. |arpc es “boy”.

gitmem ‚ø•
G
¸ “I don’t go” s e-kcv e-ć-am

syghcuam (?) s e-g ˜ ( e)-cc-w|a-m (?) sık{ı}ç(w)am(?) M
w£
G
´
G
º
G
#

In today’s literary Abkhaz, “I don’t go” would bescom s( e)-cco-m in the present or

scarym s-cca-r e-m in the future, the latter may be from earlier *s-cca-m. As against these

forms, Evliya’s entry contains an additional element-ki- which must be some kind of

infix. BLEICHSTEINER (105: 21) obviously thought of−ıu− -kc°( e)-, meaning “up”, but

the new dictionary (AŒsua byzw ea a9 ear / Slovar’ abxazskogo jazyka, I,AÃua /
Suxumi 1986, 375) gives the transitive meaning “sgon{th otkuda-n.” for -a−ıucara
only (as well as MARR, 94: “otgon{th”). The same holds true fora-kacar-a a-kaccar|a

“ugon{th” (A9 ear, 304 / MARR, 111). Perhaps we have here the element-g ˜ - “at all”,

which is regularly found in negated forms in Abaza. The insertion of this element into

a Bzyb negated present would produces-eg ˜ -cc ˜ -w|a-m for “I’m not going”. Alterna-
tively, we could note CHIRIKBA ’s suggestion that, since the speakers of the Ashkharewa
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 assy-gh-cu-m s e-g ˜ -cc| e-w-m for the present and

sy-gh-ca-r-y-m s e-g ˜ -cca-r| e-m for the first future; cf. A.N. GENKO, Abazinskij jazyk,

Moskva 1955, 160 and K.V. LOMTATIDZE, Abazinskij jazyk, in: Jazyki narodov SSSR,
4, Moskva 1967, 136.

niçün gitmezsio oġlan? xÎ¯zZ fl#∞ø•¸ x¬´" “Why don’t you go, boy?”

u-z e-m-ćo-z-uej arpc eźba uzymcozi / -zei -arŒys

w e-z e-m-cca-wa-z ey / -zay|arpc es uzumçoz[iw]iy arp(ı)¸s M
’C

M
f
G
Z
M
}
G
z
G
g¬
H
´
M
*
H
g
H
zZ

Evliya’s -ziwiy seems to mean today’s interrogative suffix -zi -z ey / -zei -zayfor which

cp. the Abkhaz grammar (120); Evliya’s-w- is not clear like this, as BLEICHSTEINER

remarked (106: 22). For|arpc es see above.

ben bilirim M
w
G
Æ√
G
æ† „

G
† “I know” sara i-z-d er-vejt

c

sar-a izd-yrueit sar|a y e-z-d| er-wa-yt

c

sérá izdırwey(t) {
G
z
M
f
G
d
M
g
G
Z yGÆ√

G
#

According to the meaning (better: “I knowit”), this must be a finite form which has the

suffix -yt

c

today. If Evliya’s spelling is correct, he either didn’t hear the final-t

c

or it

was not (yet) present; cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (106: 23) as well as GENKO, who

explained the lack of a final-t

c

(or, at least, its missing explosion) as a feature of the

Bzyb dialect (l.c.). The non-finite equivalent ofizd-yrueit, as the present absolutive
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meaning “I knowing it ..” or the like, would beizd-yrua y e-z-d| er-wa today; there may

be some confusion with the forms discussed in the third entry to follow too.

sen ne bilirsio ı
G
#Æ

G
æ
G
† ‰
G
" „G# “what do you know?” uara i-u-d er-va

uar-a iud-yrua war|a y e-w-d| er-wa orá yudırva Zz
M
f
G
d¬
H
> yf

H
zZ

We should expect one of the interrogative suffixes, -i - ey, -zi -z ey, -zei -zay, if this

is really a question; according to G. HEWITT (l.c.), one way of saying “what do you

know?” would bewar|a y e-w-d| er-wa (∅ )-z-a-k

c

° e-w e-y, lit. “that which you know, what

is it?”. uar-a iud-yrua alone would be the non-finite form again (“You knowing it ..”
or “[that] what you know ..”). Cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (106: 24). — Note that

the wordimāle is written above the firstf 〈r〉 in this entry again.

cānım gözüm M
w
H
zg
H
¬¸ ‚

G
"£D “my soul my eye” u-xaź `esi-pcs e

?? ?? w{ı}xaç fıssı Â
G
.N±
G
˘
M
c£
G
 z

The words in question seem to bea−xa«-y a-xač

c

| e“face, mouth” anda−Œs-y a-pcs| e

“soul”. wxaç, then, could meanuxa«y w( e)-xač

c

| e“your face”, andfissi, u−Œsy w( e)-

pcs e, “your soul”. This would lead to a readingw(ı)xaç (wı)pcsı. BLEICHSTEINER, who

readu
˘
haǐ ksi (106: 25), presumedu-xaź eas “für dich”, lit. “for (-ź e) your head (w e-

x e-)”, and s e-pcs e, “my soul”, which seems to be more understandable, but it is hard to

believe that Evliya denoted az by c 〈ç〉.

benim bildigim ‚º>¨æ† ‚¿† “what I know” sara i-z-d er-va

sar-a -izdyrua sar|a y| e-z-d er-wa sérá izdırva Z

yz
M
f
G
dg
G
Z yGÆ√

G
#

The expected form would beizdyrua meaning either “(that) what I know” (this form
called “participle” in Abkhaz grammar, “Relativform” by BLEICHSTEINER) or “I
knowing it ..” (called “absolutive”), depending on the word accent; as G. HEWITT states

(l.c.), we will have the former here, which is accentedy| e-z-d er-wa. Note that Evliya

writes analif above the finaly 〈h〉, surely in order to indicate an-a-sound; if he had

heard an-e, the form could mean “What do I know?” as a question which would be

izd-yruei y e-z-d| er-wa-y.

baoa yeter Æ•> ‰
G
¸£† “(it) suffices me” sara i-s e-źx-ejt

c

, i-s e-zx-ejt

c

sar-a isyzxeit sar|a y e-s e-zxa-yt

c

sérá isızqe(y)t M
Õ
G
˙
M
∞
G
#
G
ZGÆ√
G
#

Evliya seems to have noted a so-called “aorist” form here which would have to be

rendered as “it sufficed me”. The present would beisyzxoit y e-s e-zxa-wa-yt

c

today.

There is no need of reading an-a- in the ending, if thefat ˙ha can represent an-e-
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standing for the diphthong-ey- as developed from /-ay-/. If we had to read-qát instead,

we could think of the Abaza equivalent of the Abkhaz aorist, ending in-a-t

c

with verbs

in -a-, but this is excluded here because the Abaza present form/isyzx&apI y( e)-s e-zxa-

p

c

“it suffices me” (cf. e.g. the Russko-abazinskij slovar’ /Urywv-abaza slovarh,

Moskva 1956, 545 s.v.xvatith) shows that the verb is “statical” in this language so

that we cannot expect an aorist ending in-t

c

at all.

böyle niçin söylersio M
fl
G
#Æ

G
æ
M
>¬H#

M
„
G
´" ‰æ>

H
¬† “Why do you talk like this?”

arś i-z-u- ˙hva-z-uej *aris izu˝Ó-ozi / -zei *ar eys y e-z e-w-h̄°a-w|a-z ey / -zay(?)

aris izu ˙h[u]waz[iw]iy M
{
G
z
G
g y

G
¬
H
≈
H
zg
G
Z Mi

G
f
G
Z

A word corresponding to Evliya’saris is not attested in today’s dictionaries, but it

would be the regular adverbial form built fromari ar ey “this (here)”; cf. already

MARR, Dictionary 6 with arS || ars “tak&, s{k&”, and BLEICHSTEINER (107: 28).

Today’s normal word for “so” would beas as. The verb form rather represents the

present izu˝Óoz(e)i y e-z e-w-h̄°a-w|a-z

e

/ay “Why do you say it?” than the aorist

izu˝Óazei y e-z e-w-h̄°a-z-

e

/ay meaning “Why did you say it?”; for Evliya’s spelling cf.

the fourth entry to follow. For the interrogative suffix see above.

˙sayıqlar mısın „
G
±
G
* Æ

G
æ∫>£

G
+ “are you raving?”j-u-b-va-ma/ j-u-b-va / j-u-b-va-zii (??)

?? ?? wawbuzwá M
y
G
z
M
∞
H
†
M
zZ
G
z

According to BLEICHSTEINER, “das fragliche Verbum ist sichera-b e-rà, ‘sehen’”, but

this is a mere guess. G. HEWITT (l.c.) proposes to see a verbal complexw-ay-v| e-s-ma

(ueiv-ysma) here which looks as though it means “Did you pass beside each other?”

(from -a-vs-ra |a-v es-ra “to pass by”), though this cannot be the case as the subject is

singular; the reciprocal element-ay- 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 apatara a-p

c

at

c

a-ra (cf. e.g. theAurys-AŒsuatÓ $Óar / Russko-

abxazskij slovar’ by X.S. BGAŽBA, AÃua / Suxumi 1964, 62 s.v.bredith).

ne söyleyiyorumwfH¬> Â> ‰æ√H# ‰" “What am I saying?” i-s-
˘
hva-z-uej

-is˝Óozi / -zei y| e-s-h̄°a-wa-zey / -zay is˙hwáz[iw]ey M
{
G
z
G
g y

G
¬
H
©M#

G
Z

This is most probably the present form-is˝Óozi / -zei y| e-s-h̄°a-wa-z

e

/ay “What do I

say?” as against the aoristis˝Óazi / -zei y e-s-h̄°a-z

e

/ay “what did I say?” again; cp. the

second entry to follow.
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ben bilmem ‚øæ† „† “I don’t know” sara s eź-d er-am

sar-a isyzdyruam sar|a y e-s e-z-d er-wa-m sérá isızdır(w)am M
w
G
f
G
d∞
G
#
G
Z yGÆ

G
#

This is obviously the so-called “potentialis”, lit. “I cannot know this”, which according
to G. HEWITT (l.c.) is the obligatory way of building negated forms of the verb “to

know”. A wāw seems to be missing, but cp. the fifth entry to follow.

senio söyledigio ıº>¨æ>¬H# fl¿# “what you say” uara i-u- ˙hv-ua

uar-a i-u˝Óo war|a y| e-w-h̄°a-wa orá yu˙h[u]wa Z

y
G
z¬
H
≈¬
H
> y
G
f
H
zZ

This seems to be the present-iu˝Óo y| e-w-h̄°a-wa “(that) what you are saying” rather

than the aoristiu˝Óa y e-w-h̄°a “(that) what you said”, as Evliya’s spelling with double

z 〈w〉 after the a 〈 ˙h〉 indicates. According to G. HEWITT (l.c.), we may have a

feature of the Bzyb dialect here again, where the present form is “contracted” toy| e-w-

h̄°-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 finaly 〈h〉 again.

sen bilirsio ı#Ææ† „G# “you know” uara i-u-d er-va

uar-a iud-yrua war|a y e-w-d| er-wa orá yudırwá y
G
z
M
f
G
d¬
H
> y
G
f
H
zZ

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

iudyrueit y e-w-d er-wa-yt

c

today; cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (107: 33).

ammā senio caqlıo yoqdurf¨˙¬> flæ∫ˆ fl¿#£
G
*Z “but you have no sense”axà uara u-q-ovp

c

ax-a uar-a ux-agoup ax|a war|a w e-x|aga-w-p

c

aqá orá uqáxoub M[¬
H
  ‰

G
˙z
H
Z

Z

y
G
f
H
zZ ‰

G
˙Ú

While ax-a ax|a “but” and uar-a war|a “you” are clear,uqáxobshould in my opinion

rather be identified withu-x-agoup, w e-x|aga-w-p

c

, “you are crazy, wicked” (from

a-x-aga, a-x|aga, “sumaswedwi/i”), than with BLEICHSTEINER’s aga .. u-q-ovp

c

“du bist

ein Dummkopf” (108: 34), in spite of the unexpected spelling of the-g-. Note the

combination ofalif and y 〈h〉 in orá, again.

allāhım ve xalq ˙haqqıyçünx¬H´∫≈ ›æ  z ‚
G
¡
N
æ˛Z “for the sake of my God and the people”

ancva-g’ ea-"ov e-g’ ea-d-n eś ancÓaghy auaaghy rnys

ancc°a-g ˜ eawa:-g ˜ ern es anç(wa)gı awcagı [ı]rnı şs i M
’
G
"
M
f
G
Z Â

G
º
G
ˆz
G
Z Â

G
º´"Ú

In the form noted here, the formula would mean “by God and men”, literally.anc e-a
anc°|a “God” is perfectly clear,awca- fits well with auaa awa: “men, people” (plural of
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aua√y awac° e“man, Mensch”; for-aa- see above), and -ghy .. -ghy -g ˜ e.. -g ˜ eis the

conjunction “as well .. as ..”. For the rest, this leavesr- as the marker of a third person

plural possessor (“their”), and-niş seems to stand for the word -n`eS -n es used in swea-

ring as noted in MARR’s dictionary (64; the word is kept distinct froma-n`ew = a-n-ywh
a-n| eš ˜ “lodka” and a-ǹeẘ = a-n-yw ea-n| es° “zeml{” here); cf. also BLEICHSTEINER

(108: 35). According to the new dictionary (488:a-n-ys a-n| es), this is a verb

(“aÃa“[arb-a]”) meaning “kl{sths{”; it constitutes idioms such asa9 elar rnys
až°lar rn es “by the people!” exactly matching with what Evliya has here. The single

i 〈s〉 in the final position is a little bit exposed and is possibly intended as a correction

for the j 〈 ş〉, Evliya thus trying to cope with a palatal pronunciation of an-s ˜ as

denoted by MARR’s -S. Note that ancÓ-a “god” originally was a plurale tantum in

Abkhaz, so that the plural possessive marker-r- is correct in the following entries too

(cf. already GENKO, l.c.). — In the Turkish equivalent, we certainly readxalq, not

maxlūqāti as in DANKOFF’s treatise (Glossary, 121).

bir şey bilmem vall¯ahi Â¡
N
æ˛Zz ‚øæ† RÂ$ Æ† “I know nothing, by God”

ak

c es e-ź-d er-om ancvin eś akghy syzd-yruam, ancÓa−rnys

ak

c

g ˜ es e-z-d| er-wa-m ancc°a r-n es á(k)gı sızdır(w)am, anç(w)arnı¸s ’
G
"Æ
G
´
M
"Ú w

G
f
G
d
M
∞
G
# Â

G
˝Z

ági obviously representsak-ghy, ak

c

-g ˜ e, meaning “one (thing) even”; forsyzdyruam
s e-z-d| er-wa-m “I cannot know” see above. As for the formulaanç(w)arniş, cp. the

preceding item; thefat ˙ha seems to belong to thec 〈ç〉 (where it should belong)

rather than thef 〈r〉.

incitme baoa yazıqdır f¨˙
G
∞
G
> ‰º† ‰ø•®"Z “Don’t hurt me, it’s a shame”

usùxva s e-r ec ˙hovp

c

usm-ysyn xuÈ-y sryc˝ap (?)

w e-s-m| e-s e-n xuč

c ˜ ˜ es er ecchap (?) u(smı)sın quç(ı) sırıs˙háb (?) MÃ
G
©M#

G
Æ
G
#
M
c
H
¬˙

M
„
G
#
H
zZ

If usin really stands forusm-ysyn, w e-s-m| e-s e-n, “Don’t hit me!”, as G. HEWITT

proposes (l.c.), we have to assume that Evliya’s spellingusın is haplographical; this is

in any case more probable than BLEICHSTEINER’s usùxva “hilf mir”. siris ˙hab obviously

contains a−r-yc˝a−, a-r| eccha- “bedn{ga, nesqastny/i”, which in connection with

xuÈ-y, xuč

c ˜ | e, “small, little” could mean something like German “ich bin (doch) nur

ein armer Schlucker”. With BLEICHSTEINER (108: 37), we should expect a present form

ending in -oup

c

here; Evliya’s spelling may represent a dialectal variant of the Abaza

type instead, where the present of a static verb with a stem in-a ends in -a-p

c

. For

AbazarycxIa r ech̄a “bedn{k, ni<i/i” cf. the Abaza-russkij slovar’ /Abaza-urywv
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a9var by V.B. TUGOV, Moskva 1967, 327.

ya ben birşey mi söyleyiyorum wf¬> Â√æ>¬# Âø√$ MÆ† „
G
† £
G
> “Am I saying anything?”

sara akcre u-s- ˙hv-wan sar-a ak-yr us is˝Ó-on (?)

sar|a ak

c

| er w es y e-s-h̄°a-w|a-n (?) sérá aqır [a]wıs (i)s˙hwon? x¬
H
©N#

H
z
G
ZMÆ
G
˙Ú yGÆ√

G
#

In the way indicated here, the sentence could mean something like “I (sar-a) said (is−
˝Ó-on) something (ak-yr) thus (us)”; the latter word, which is proposed by G. HEWITT

(l.c.), is the better choice as againstaa√s a:c° es “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. BLEICHSTEINER’s 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

/iysxIvun y e-s-h̄° e-w-n.

vallāhi abaza qarnım açdır f¨DÚ ‚
G
"Æ˙ yg£†Ú Â¡æ˛Zz “By God, Abaza, I am hungry”

ancvineš apcśua amla sepcśvojt

c

ancÓa−rnys, -aŒsua, -amla syŒsueit

ancc°a r-n es, |apcswa, |amla s e-pcs( e)-wa-yt
c

anç(wa)rnış ap[ı]ş(wa) amlá sıps{ı}w(e)y(t) M
{¬

G
≤Mß
G
# ‰

G
æ
M
*Ú ’

G
CÚ
M
’
G
"MÆ´"Ú

For anç(wa)rniş, see above. “Abaza” should beaŒsua, apcswa, which seems to be

defective here if it is not simplyapiş reflectingaŒs-y, apcs| e, “soul” (or -arŒys |arpc es

“lad” again, as G. HEWITT [l.c.] supposes).-amla syŒsueit |amla s e-pcs( e)-wa-yt

c

means “I am dying (of) hunger”, literally; cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (109: 39).

giderim pa˙s ˙ta yerim wÆ> ‰
G
µ
M
≥
G
C wf y¨√¸ “I am going to eat pa˙s ˙ta”

s ečap

c

p

c

asta jufvam scap, pasta iufarym / -ma (?)

s( e)ccap, pasta iufarem / -ma(?) s{ı}çab, pá˙s ˙tá yuf(a)rım(a)(?) M
wMÆ
G
˘
H
¬> ‰

G
µ
M
≥
G
C [£

G
´
G
#

While scap s-ccap

c

is clearly the future form “I shall go”, the second verbal form,

yufirm, is hardly anything like “(in order) to eat”; the prefix-u- rather indicates a

second person singular, which would lead to the negativeiufarym, iufar em, “you will

not eat it”, or, more probably, the interrogativeiufaryma, iufar ema, “will you eat

it?”, although Evliya’s vocalization is not in favour of this solution. BLEICHSTEINER’s

present form,jufvam, “du ißt (keine Pasta)” is less likely. — The following items were

not known to BLEICHSTEINER:
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˙taşaġım ye ‰> ‚¯£≤% “Eat my testicles” s¢yrguy iuf

s-ġ e-r-g°( e) y e-w-f ˙sıġırġu yuf M
q¬

H
> ¬¯MÆ

G
π
G
+

This is one of the words for “testicle(s)”, which are not present in today’s dictionaries,

given to me as(a-)ġ e-r-g°( e) by G. HEWITT (l.c.) — the other isa-q°

c

alt|as; according

to him, this is a compound consisting of(a-)ġ e“penis” (cp. MARR’s dictionary, 89 with

a-ǧ `e“id.”), and r-g° e, lit. “their heart” (cp. a-gu-y a-g°| ein the new dictionary, 169),

which implies that the word for “penis” is “singular for plural” in Abkhaz. In Evliya’s

˙sıġırġu, we have the compound combined with a prefixs-, 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 G. HEWITT

confirms, because-a-fa-ra |a-fa-ra “to eat” belongs to those Abkhaz verbs which in the

imperative lose their (unaccented) root vowel.

anaoı sikeyim ‚√º√# Âº"Z “Let me fuck your mother” uan dysku-yst

w-an d e-s-k°

c

| es-t

c

wan dısqus¯t Õ#¬˙ Mi
G
¨"Z
G
z

For this entry, too, the correct analysis is provided by G. HEWITT (l.c.). uan represents

w-an “your mother”, Evliya’s -dıs belonging to the following verbal form as the prefix

complex of a first person singular agent (-s-) combined with a second person singular

feminin patient (d-). The verb must beakusr.a a-k°

c es-r|a as given in MARR’s diction-

ary with the meaning “coïtus” (48:a-k̊ srà). This has to be preferred toa-kr-a a-k

c

-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

dysku-yst d e-s-k°

c

| es-t

c

“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:

The phonological spelling follows the same principles as with Abkhaz. In addition, apical

sibilants and affricates are marked by a dot above (e.g. ˙s) and pharyngealized consonants

by a stroke above (e.g. ¯x) as in DUMÉZIL’s notation.

Turkish meaning DUMÉZIL phonolog. reading

(bir) 1 1 za (za) wá? y
G
g

PROVASI (o.c., 310), expectingza as the normal form of the numeral “one” in Ubykh,

assumes a misspelling with Arabicz 〈w〉 instead of g 〈z〉 as did BLEICHSTEINER

(111: 1) and, implicitly, DUMÉZIL (59: 1). But note that in the numeral “eleven” too,

a wāw appears.

(iki) 2 2 t

c

q

c

°a t

c

q

c

°a t{u}q(w)a £
G
∫
H
°

(üç) 3 3 ṡa ṡa şá ‰$

In this word, BLEICHSTEINER (111: 3) and DUMÉZIL (59: 3) had to cope with an

internalk which is not present in the autograph at all; cf. PROVASI (312: 3.) too.

(dört) 4 4 p

c

l

c e p

c

√

c e plı ÂæC
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(beş) 5 5 š|x e š ˜ x ˜ e [e] ş(x)u H
¬$
G
Z

(altı) 6 6 f.ōn( e) f|-ōn e fon M
x
H
¬˘

According to DUMÉZIL (60: 6) this is the numeral for “six” in the instrumental, not in

the oblique case as BLEICHSTEINER proposed (111: 6).

(yedi) 7 7 bl e bl e [ı]plı Â
G
æ
M
C
G
Z

(sekiz) 8 8 g°a g°a [u] ġ(w)a £
G
¯
H
zZ

(doquz) 9 9 bg| e bg ˜ e [ı]p ġı Â
G
∏
M
C
G
Z

(on) 10 10 ź° e ź° e zu H
zg

(on bir) 11 11 (ź° e-za) (ź° eza) [wázu] H
zg y

G
z

(on iki) 12 12 (ź° e-t

c

q

c

°a) (ź° et

c

q

c

°a) [t{u}q(w)azu] z
H
g£˙¬

H
°

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. GENKO, O jazyke ubyxov (Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie

Gumanitarnyx Nauk, 1928), 239, BLEICHSTEINER (111: 11/12), and DUMÉZIL (60).

ekmek flø¸Z “bread” ?? ṡ° ´ēba ? ṡ° eq
c
á ? cax|.q

c
á ? ?? sáxá £

G
™G#

Evliya’s notation yields no new arguments forDeciding between the three words as

considered by DUMÉZIL, meaning “bread”, “smear”, and some kind of “pie”, resp.

et M
\
G
Z “meat” g|a g|a ġá ‰

G
¯

˙su ¬
H
+ “water” bz e bz e b{ı}zı {

G
∞
G
†

peynir Æ
G
¿√
G
C “cheese” fa(č|

c

´e) (?) fa (?) fá ‰
G
˘

DUMÉZIL (60: 16) was surely right in proposing that the normal word for “cheese”,

fač ˜ 

c

| e, is a compound, Evliya’sfa, which is confirmed by the autograph now, repre-

senting the first member alone; cf. PROVASI (313: 16) who points to the doublet

fač|

c ebz`e/ fabz`e, both denoting “jus de fromage”. S. TEZCAN proposes to see some

kind of haplography here, because the following word starts with ac 〈ç〉 as expected

in fač ˜ 

c e(personal communication).

yoġurd df
H
¬¯¬

H
> “yoghurt” č|a-t°

c

a.(q)

c

á ? č ˜ ca-t°

c

a(q)

c

|a çá(t)wa

c

á y
Z

z ‰
G
À

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 proposed by DUMÉZIL,

compare the Circassian entry for “yoghurt” below.
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armud M
d¬
H
*fÚ “pear” x|a x ˜ a xá ‰

G
 

üzüm w
H
zg
H
zZ “grape” m eś° ´e m eś°| e musuw M

z
H
¬±
H
*

encı̄r Æ√®"Z “fig” l
˙
ax|-m´eq|

c

la:x ˜ -m| eq ˜ 

c

láxmáq M
›
G
ø™
G
˛

kestāne ‰
G
"£
G
•±¸ “chestnut” á-š|x e š ˜ x ˜ e [e] şxu H

¬™$
G
Z

That Evliya’s alif reflects the definite article,a-, as BLEICHSTEINER (112: 21) and

DUMÉZIL (61: 21) presumed, is hardly probable. In Evliya’s notation, we should expect

a prothetic vowel before a word-initial consonant cluster asš ˜ x ˜ - in any case, for which

compare the number “five” above. Note that the autograph has the expectedš-letter.

˙tuz g¬
H
% “salt” laq|á ? laq ˜ c|a láqá ‰

G
∫
G
˛

That Evliya heard not a word for “salt” butlaq ˜ c|a “stone” as BLEICHSTEINER (112: 22)

proposed, remains probable. “Salt” isy̌ ˜ ein Ubykh according to H. VOGT (Dictionnaire

de la langue oubykh, Oslo 1963, 233 sq.).

gel ·¸ “come” w e.y.k|

c

á w e-y-k ˜ 

c

|a weyká ‰
G
º>
G
z

o ˙tur f¬
H
%
H
zZ “sit” w e.t°

c

ás w e-t°

c

|as ut(w)ás ‘
G
°
H
zZ

qalq ›˛£˙ “get up” w e.dat° ´e w e-dat°
c

| e udátuw ¬
H
° y
G
d
H
zZ

gitme ‰
G
ø•
G
¸ “don’t go” w e.m.k|

c

á w e-m-k ˜ 

c

|a umká ‰
G
º
M
*
H
zZ

giderim y
G
¨√¸ w

G
f “I shall go” s e.y.k|

c´̄ o s e-y-k ˜ 

c

|o: sıyk[á]wá y
G
¬
G
º√
G
#

If this is really a future form “que j’aille, je vais ou dois aller” matching the Turkic

“aorist” as BLEICHSTEINER (113: 27) and DUMÉZIL (62: 27) proposed, we have to note

Evliya’s spelling of the final vowel with doublefat ˙ha for which compare the second

entry to follow.

nereye gidersin „
G
#f¨

G
¸ ‰> yÆ" “Where are you going?”

s
˙
ába w e.y.k|

c

á.n s|a:ba w e-y-k ˜ 

c

|a-n sábuykan? „º>¬H§G#

According to BLEICHSTEINER (113: 28), DUMÉZIL (62: 28) and PROVASI (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 be a˙dammaas in the second

syllable rather than akasra,requiring a readingsubuykan.

işim var giderim wf y¨√¸ fZ
G
z ‚

G
$
G
Z “I have something to do, I am going”

ś°wa()s.q

c

˙
á.g, s( e).k|

c´̄ o ś°wa s-q

c

|a:-g s e-k ˜ 

c

|o: s[á]wuw sqá ˙g s{ı}kwá y
G
¬
M
º
G
#
M
¤
G
∫M# z

H
¬G#

This sentence has to be rendered as “j’ai une affaire, que je m’en aille” according to
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DUMÉZIL (62: 29). Note that the first letter in the second word is ai 〈s〉 with a

sukūn, matching the expected sound of ans-, rather than aj 〈š〉 as in the printed

edition. The vocalization of the first word is strange, if it really represents Ubykhś°wa.

bir qız getir Æ
G
•
G
¸ ∞√˙ Æ† “bring a girl”

za-px|ád ek°

c

w´e za-pcx ˜ |ad ek°

c

w e záb ˙háduquw ¬
H
˙z
H
d ‰

G
©
M
†
G
g

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 by BLEICH-

STEINER (116: 37) as against GENKO’s (241, fn. 1). According to DUMÉZIL (65: 37),

the imperativew emeans not “amène, getir” but “emmène, götür”.

qız bulmadım amm¯a bir oġlan getirdim wdÆ•¸ xÎ˝ zZ Æ† £
N
*Z w¨ø˛¬† ∞√˙

“I didn’t find a girl but I brought a boy” za-px|ád ek°

c

(a.)la.m´e.t za-náyn´s°-ẏayt

c

(?)

za-pcx ˜ |ad ek°

c

la-m| e-tc za-nan| ew e-x°ad|a (?)

záb ˙háduq{u}lám(ı)t zánánı uxád M
¨
G
 
H
zZ Â

G
¿
G
"
G
g
M
Õø
G
æ
H
˙z
H
d ‰

G
©
M
†
G
g

This sentence, too, was omitted in the printed edition. DUMÉZIL 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”, naynś°, he proposed that a pronunciationnęyś° with a

nazalizedä could be reflected here. As against this, Evliya’s autograph presents a clear

reading with a doublex 〈n〉 in the word. PROVASI reads it as “〈nansiy〉, où 〈s〉 est

écrit avec un long trait au lieu de la forme#, ce qui est usuel dans les manuscrits”

(313: 31). In my opinion, the position of the dot of the second〈n〉 makes this

reading improbable; if we readÂ
G
¿
G
"
G
g zánánı instead, this can possibly reflect a stem

nan| eas assumed as the basis ofnáynś° regarded as a compound by DUMÉZIL himself

(66: *nan( ´e)-ś° with -ś° “petit”). As for the last word, Evliya’sM¨G HzZ uxad can hardly

represent DUMÉZIL’s “copule suffixe d’identification”, ẏayt

c

, as PROVASI correctly

states; as against his own propposal,a.z.g°áw e.yt

c

“je l’ai trouvé”, BLEICHSTEINER’s

u-xod “kaufe!” (116: 38), to be corrected inw e.x°adá according to DUMÉZIL, is still

very much nearer to Evliya’s spelling except for the finald 〈d〉 bearing asukūn. As

for the sense of the sentence, seeming “étrange” to DUMÉZIL and PROVASI, we can

compare one of Evliya’s Georgian phrases where “boys” are the object of “buying” too.

gel eve gidelim ‚
G
˛ y
G
¨√¸ yZz

G
Î
G
¸ “come let’s go home” s-fa.gá š|.k|

c

á.n.ō [w e.y.k|

c

á]

s-fa-g|a š ˜ -k ˜ 

c

|a-n-o: w e-y-k ˜ 

c

|a s{ı}fáġá s{ı}kıçuw wıyk(á) ‰º>
G
z ¬

H
®
G
º
G
# ‰

G
¯£
G
π
G
#

As against DUMÉZIL’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 initiali 〈s〉,
not j 〈š〉, that the vocalization mark of its second letter is akasra, not a fat ˙ha, and

that its third letter is a clearc 〈 č〉, not ax 〈n〉. Compare the following entry too.

gideriz eve yZz
G
Z g
G
f y

G
¨√¸ “We are going home”

š|.k|

c

á.nō s´e-dak|

c

a ? š ˜ -k ˜ 

c

|a-n-o: s| e-dak ˜ 

c

a ? sıkáno ˙g suwká? ‰
G
¸¬H# p

H
¬" ‰

G
º
G
#

Here again, Evliya has ai 〈s〉 instead of thej 〈š〉 expected. DUMÉZIL’s s´e-

dak|

c

a presupposes that Evliya erroneously wrote az 〈w〉 instead of ad 〈d〉 which is

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

ne avladıoız ∞º>¨˛zÚ ‰" “What did you hunt?”

ṡa-z°.g°áw e.yt

c

(PROVASI) sa-z°-g°|aw e-yt

c

sázxod M
d¬
H
 
M
∞G#

Both BLEICHSTEINER’s sa-sv ex-ōtc “Was wird euch gehören?” (114 sq.: 32) and DUMÉ-

ZIL’s ṡ ed.o ṡ°.x° e.ga, a Circassian sentence meaning “qu’êtes-vous devenus?” (63 sq.:

32), were based upon the readingne oldunuz“what did you become?” for the Turkic

equivalent. As PROVASI correctly states (314: 34), we have to depart from the question

ne avladıoız meaning “What did you hunt?” instead, to which the following entry repre-

sents a good answer. Evliya’s notationsázxodmay then reflect a second person plural

preterite form, combined with the interrogative prefixsa- “what?”, of the verb-g°aw-

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

plural. With PROVASI, 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 t¨> g¬
H
*z
H
d Æ† “We ate a pig” x̄°a ž|.g°áw e.yt

c

a.š|.f ´e.yt

c

x̄°a ž ˜ -g°|aw e-yt

c

a-š ˜ -f| e-yt

c

xo jġáwid áşfid M
¨
G
π$Ú

M
d
G
¬
G
¯ h¬

H
 

As against BLEICHSTEINER (115: 33), DUMÉZIL (64: 33) was right in identifying two

verbal forms in this sentence, which thus means “nous avons trouvé du cochon, nous

l’avons mangé”. The last but one letter may in my opinion well be read as aπ 〈-f-〉
instead of a∏ 〈-ġ-〉 as PROVASI did (310: 35); compare the last Ubykh entry for this.

domuz semiz mi idi {¨>Z Â*∞ø# g¬*zd “Was the pig fat?” a.w.f.a.me.t š| e-x̄°á ? ??

x̄°a ázqámıd já xo ¬
H
≈ y

G
h
M
¨
G
*£
G
˙g
G
Z

Here again, BLEICHSTEINER’s (115 sq.: 34) and DUMÉZIL’s (64: 34) considerations are

based upon a wrong Turkic equivalent: Instead ofdomuzumuz-mı yedimeaning “did he

eat our pig?”, Evliya’s question was whether “the pig was fat”; cf. already PROVASI

(315: 36), who seems not to be sure about this, because for him, the thirdm is missing.
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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 clearr 〈q〉,
not a q 〈f〉. We cannot decide with certainty, however, whether the second letter is

a g 〈z〉 or a f 〈r〉 with a sukūn above. Thus, the actual verb form, which seems

to contain the negative infix-m-, remains unclear. The same holds true for the element

žá which can hardly represent a first person plural possessive markerš ˜ e-, because it

is written with an undoubtfulfat ˙ha above; besides, there is no need for a first person

plural marker in this sentence at all. Should it reflect the interrogative particleš ˜ a(y) as

in the fourth entry to follow?

xırsızlıġa gideriz M
g
G
f y

G
¨√¸ ‰

G
∏
G
˛∞
G
#Æ

G
  “We are going to do a theft”

w eċ:
˙
áy:la š|.k|

c

á.n.ō w eċ|a:yla š ˜ -k ˜ 

c

|a-n-o: wıç(á)yláş{ı}kánoġ M
p
H
¬¿
G
º
G
$ ‰

G
æ√À
G
z

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

nereye gitdioiz ∞º>¨•¸ ‰>Æ" “Where did you go?”

m
˙
a:k|

c

a

˘

 ṡ°.k|

c

a.q

c

á.na(-y) ?? nálá ş{ı}káġádid d
G
¨
G
¯ ‰

G
º
G
$ ‰

G
˛ ‰
G
"

DUMÉZIL’s proposal is the attempt to reconstruct a sentence meaning “où êtes vous
allés?” and thus matching the Turkic equivalent. As PROVASI states (315: 38), this is
not further supported by Evliya’s autograph, because it shows a secondd 〈d〉 as the
final letter as against the ambiguousy 〈h〉 of the printed edition; can this be a reflex

of the preterite marker,-yt

c

? — 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 by PROVASI for the first time.

Aridler vilāyetine gitdik t
G
¨√
G
¸ ‰¿•>Íz Æ˛dfÚ “We went to the country of the Arids”

ard-ga-ṡ s°( e).k|

c

a.q

c

a.n(a) ardq̄aṡ| eš ˜ -k ˜ 

c

aq

c

a-yt

c

(??)

árıd xáş ş{ı}káġádd d
M
¨
G
¯ ‰

G
º
G
$
M
’
G
 
M
d
G
fÚ

As against PROVASI (315 sq.: 39) who proposed that Evliya’s〈
˘
haš〉 could reflect the

locative postposition-ga combined with the interogative particlės, the present word

may well represent Ubykh̄qaṡ| emeaning “village” (cf. VOGT, Dictionnaire, 172) as an

equivalent of Turkishvilāyet. Like this, the sentence need not be recognized as a

question “êtes-vous allés à 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, Evliya’sš- must represent the

second person plural prefixs°- in the first and the first person plural prefixš ˜ - in the



28

second one. The verbal ending, here written with twods, the first with asukūn above,

remains unclear; can it be a preterite in-yt

c

again? — The locality named here must be

today’sAdler, which according to Evliya was neighbouring with the “Sad¸sa”-Ubykh
(on this, cf. already GENKO, O jazyke ubyxov, 237 and BLEICHSTEINER, 125).

ne getirdioiz ∞º>dÆ
G
•¸ ‰" “What did you bring?”

sa-y.z°.we.yl-š|a(y) (?) sa--y-z°-we-y√--š ˜ a(y) sáyuwzılşa £
G
$ v

G
g¬H√G#

For this entry, PROVASI’s proposal (316: 40) is convincing: The initialsa- reflects the

interrogative particle “What?” again, the finalşa represents the enclitic interrogative

particle š ˜ a(y), and the verbal form is a second person plural preterite ofy e-w e- “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 ˙sıġır getirdik tdÆ•¸ Æ
G
∏
G
+ Æ† “We brought one cow”

za-g° ema (a.)y.ž|.w e.yt

c

za-g° em|a y-ž ˜ -w e-yt

c

jáqumá ijwid M
d
G
zh
G
Z ‰
G
ø
H
˙
G
h

Here again, PROVASI’s interpretation (316: 41) can be sustained, Evliya’s notation

exactly matching with what has to be expected for “one cow” (za-g° em|a, cf. VOGT,

Dictionnaire, 129) and “we brought it” (a-y-ž ˜ -w e-yt

c

, cf. VOGT, 216:y e-w e-).

neyledioiz ∞º>d ‰æ√" “What did you do?”

sa-y.s°.š ˜ .a.ná.yl sa-y-s°-š ˜ - -y√ ?? şáyujdıl M
v
G
d
M
h¬H√

G
$

PROVASI’s sa-y.s°.s ˜ .a.ná.yt

c

“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 distinguishablej 〈š〉 for the interrogativesa-

here, which may be tolerated. If the verb in question is reallyy e-š ˜ - “to do” (cf. e.g

VOGT, Dictionnaire, 215), the second person plural marker must be regarded as

assimilated to theš ˜ - (as against VOGT’s áys°š ˜ an “vous faites”), the resulting sound
being written with a h 〈ž〉, which would be noteworthy at least. For the plural

marker-na- represented by ad 〈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 R
G

t
G
¨
G
> “we ate” aš|f `eyt

c

a-š ˜ -f e-yt

c

işfid ¨π
M
$
G
Z

With PROVASI (317: 43), this obviously represents the Ubykh verbal forma-š ˜ -f e-yt

c

meaning “we ate it”. Note that the initialalif has akasra,not the fat ˙ha expected. The

last but one letter may be the expectedπ 〈-f-〉 as against PROVASI’s ∏ 〈ġ〉 again.
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Georgian:

In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are marked byc, glottalized ones by

c

.

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 DANKOFF’s transcription of the vocalization marks,ä is used for

a fat ˙ha plus alif representing Georgiane, and ë for a fat ˙ha representing a high vowel;å

is used for afat ˙ha plusalif standing for a Georgiano. When other corrections are necessary,

an asterisk is used.

Turkish meaning BLEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) 1 1 ertci erti ertci ert(i) \f
G
Z

As against BLEICHSTEINER (91: 1), the vocalization intended by Evliya was clearly not

Ú (alif-madda) or
G
Z (alif with kasra) but

G
Z (alif with fat ˙ha). The final -i of today’s

nominative form is missing, anyway, unless it be indicated by the notation ofimāle, lit.

“flexion”, written below the\ 〈t〉; the meaning of this word, a verbal noun of the

Arabic root māla “to bend”, in grammatical literature is described as “giving to fatha

a sound like that of kasra” (cf. e.g. F. STEINGASS, Persian-English Dictionary, London
61977, 97 b). For the lack of a final-i 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 2 ori ori ori ori {
G
f
H
zZ

(üç) 3 3 sami sami sami sami
G
w£G#

(dört) 4 4 otc
˘
hi otXi otcxi otxi Â™°

H
zZ

(beş) 5 5
˘
hutci Xuti xutci ˙huti

G
\¬

H
≈

(altı) 6 6 ekcwsi e{vsi ekcvsi ek(w)si Â
G
±¸
G
Z

(yedi) 7 7 šwidi }vidi švidi şüdi M
{
G
¨
H
$

(sekiz) 8 8 rvaj rva(j) rva(y) r[u]way M
{Z
G
z
H
f

Evliya’s form clearly indicates a final consonantal-y as against today’s standard form,

rva; cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (91: 8). This is attested as a feature of the Gurian

dialect (West-Georgia) by S. ŽĠEN ˙TI (Guruli ˙kilo / Gurijskij govor gruzinskogo jazyka,

˙Tpilisi 1936, 58).

(doquz) 9 9 c
˘
hraj cXra(j) cxra(y) ç[ı]xray {

G
ZÆ™

G
À

For the final-y, cf. the preceding item.

(on) 10 10 atci ati atci ati Â°Ú

ekmek flø
M
¸Z “bread” p

c

uri puri p

c

uri puri {
G
f¬
H
C

˙su ¬+ “water” c

c

qali ~qali c

c

q

c

ali ç[ı]qal(i) M
v£
G
∫√
G
À

Note that there is no indication whatsoever of the nominative ending-i in Evliya’s form.

et \
G
Z “meat”

˘
horci Xorci xorcci xorci

G

_Æ
H
 

In contrast to the preceding form, this one has a final-i indicated by akasra below

the_ 〈c〉.

şarāb [ZÆ$ “wine” ḡwino |vino ġvino ġ(w)inå ‰
G
¿√
G
¯

kiraz gZÆ¸ “cherry” bali bali bali bal(i) M
v£
G
†

BLEICHSTEINER (91: 15) was right in postulatingbal- instead of the printed formbak;

cf. already S.S. DŽIKIA , Ėvlija Čelebi o mingrel’skom i gruzinskom jazykax, Sovetskoe

jazykoznanie 1936/2, 123, according to whom the manuscript Pertev Pa¸sa 458 which he

used has the wrong spellingÙ£† bak, too. TheÙ 〈k〉 seems to have arisen out of the

combination oflām with sukūn. — Note that the nominative-i is missing as inc

c

q

c

al-.

armud M
d¬*fÚ “pear” pcs

˘
hali fsXali pcsxali p[ı]sxal(i) M

v£
G
™M±

G
C
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As BLEICHSTEINER correctly stated (91: 16),pcsxali is a dialectal variant of the word

for “pear” in Georgian, the normal form beingmsxalias in K. TSCHENKÉLI, Georgisch-

Deutsches Wörterbuch, 2, 1970, 845; according to S. ŽĠEN ˙TI, the form is familiar to

the Gurian dialect of West-Georgia once more (Guruli˙kilo, 247). — As in all words with

a stem ending in-(a)l- so far, the nominative-i is missing here again.

qabaq r£§˙ “gourd, pumpkin” k

c

wa
˘
hi kvaXi k

c

vaxi q[u]wax(i) bZ
G
z
H
¬˙

This is a dialectal word, too; cf. TSCHENKÉLI, who quotes it for the Imereti, Raˇ˙ca and

Lečxumi dialects (1, 575), or A.̇GLON ˙TI, according to whom it is Gurian, too (Kartul

˙kilo-tkmata si˙tq̇vis ˙kona, Tbilisi 21984, 285). — There seems to be no indication of a

final -i in this form, either.

encı̄r Æ√®"Z “fig” leḡwi le|vi leġvi leġüy Â
H
∏
G
˛

üzüm wzgzZ “grapes” qurd̄eni qur&−
eni

q

c

uryeni qurzeni Â
G
"
G
gf¬

H
˙

fındıq r¨¿˘ “hazelnut” tc

˘
hili tXili tcxili [i]txili Âæ

G
™°
G
Z

qavun xz£˙ “melon” neswi nesvi nesvi nes[u]w(i) ¬H±
G
"

Here again, there is no marking of a nominative-i. DŽIKIA read the word asneswu

(120: 21).

nār f£" “pomegranate” broc

c

euli bro~euli broc

c

euli p[u]roçö[ġ]uli Â˛
H
¬¯¬

H
ÀzHÆ

H
C

qarpuz ¬CÆ˙g “watermelon”
˘
harbuzak

c

i Xarbuzaki xarbuzak

c

i xárbucáqi
G
›
G
_
H
¬†MÆ

G
 

dud z
H
dd “mulberry” bžola bxoli bžoli p[ı]zoli Â˛z

H
∞
G
C

The formbžoli with a nominative in-i and a consonantal stem is Gurian and Aˇ˙carian as

against BLEICHSTEINER’s bžola (92: 24) which is Imeretian, Raˇ˙cian and Leˇcxumian; cf.

ĠLON ˙TI’s dialect dictionary, 86. Evliya’s material is clearly exposed as Southwest

Georgian, like this. Note that DŽIKIA ’s manuscript has the expectedh 〈ž〉 (126, l. 10

from below).

qız ∞˙ “girl” gogo gogo gogo qoqo ¬
H
˙¬
H
˙

qarı {Æ˙ “old woman” kcali {ali kcali qal(i) M
v£
G
˙

Again, the nominative-i is missing after a stem ending in-al.

gel oġlan ekmek yeyelim ‚æ> ‰√> flø¸Z xÎ¯zZ ·¸ “Come boy let’s eat bread”

akc modi bič

c

o p

c

uri č

c

amos(?) a{ mod(i), bi$o, pur(i) $amos

akc mod(i), bič

c

o, p

c

ur(i) č

c

amos aq[i] mod(i) bico pur(i) camos Mi¬
H
*£
G
D f

H
¬C ¬

H
®
G
†
M
d¬
H
*
G
rÚ
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BLEICHSTEINER (93: 28) was right thaťc

c

amos is a third person singular optative, “he

ought to eat”; cf. DŽIKIA , too, who translated the form as “pusth kuwaet xleb” (120,

fn. 2). Note thatp

c

ur as the direct object has no nominative ending-i indicated; if it

were present (as in the fourth entry to follow) one could think of a passivep

c

uri i č

c

amos

“bread should be eaten”. — Thekasra in aqi as rendering Georgiana{ akc “here, hither”

is unexpected unless we have a dialectal variantakci here which could have been in-

fluenced by Megrelianakci, akc e(W. BOEDER’s proposal [l.c.]; for the Megrelian word

cf. e.g. I. KIPŠIDZE [ ˙QIPŠIZE], Grammatika mingrel’skago (iverskago jazyka s xrestoma-
tieju i slovarem, S.-Peterburg 1914, 197 f.). DŽIKIA ’s manuscript seems to have a

sukūn, instead. But cp. the fourth entry to follow.

o ˙tur oġlan x
G
Î¯zZ f¬%

H
zZ “sit boy” daǐed bič

c

o

da#ed bi$o day̌ed bič

c

o dacéd bico ¬
H
®
G
† ¨

G
DZ
G
d

da$edi dač

c

edi must be a misprint forda#edi day̌edi in DŽIKIA ’s list (121: 29). The

form without -i is a morphological variant within Georgian. Note that today’s standard

form is day̌ekc(i) (with -kc- in analogy to-dekc(i) “stand”).

vālideoi kelbler siksin „±º
G
# Ææ§æ¸ Â¸ y¨˛Zz “May dogs fuck your mother”

d̄aḡlma deda mot

c

qnas(DEETERS) &a|(l)ma deda mogi4qnas (?)

yaġ(l)ma deda mogit

c

q

c

nas (?) caġmá dedá moq(i)t(q)[a]n(a)s? M‘
G
"£•∫

H
* y
G
d y

G
d ‰

G
ø
M
∏
G
D

As against BLEICHSTEINER’s own analysis who took the sentence as two entries (93: 30-

31), seeing in the last word an equivalent ofseksen“80” instead ofsiksin, DEETERS’

solution as quoted by BLEICHSTEINER has to be preferred; cf. also DŽIKIA , 127.
According to DEETERS, the verbal form is a third person singular optative and must be

read asmot

c

q

c

nas. As BLEICHSTEINER assumed, in the context given here a formmogi-

t

c

q

c

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 (ending:-is), meaning “the dog used to fuck your mother”, but

this should have no-a- in the root,-t

c

q

c

n-, either. Maybe this is a dialectal variant not

attested elsewhere. — For the missing-l- in caġma “dog” cf. ŽĠEN ˙TI, Guruli ˙kilo, 55;

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

gitme yabana ‰
G
"£
G
†£
G
> ‰ø•¸ “don’t go out” ar c

c

awides (
˘
hšam)?

ar ~avides a{idam (?) ar c

c

avides akcidam (?) ar sáwides xitnam(?) M
w£¿•

G
  Mi

G
¨>
G
¬G# fÚ

BLEICHSTEINER (94: 32) was surely right in interpretingar sáwidesas ar c

c

avides, “he
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should not go out”; DŽIKIA made the same proposal (121: 31). The last word, however,

remains unclear, although the readingxitnamis better than BLEICHSTEINER’s
˘
hšamwhich

was “unverständlich” to him; DŽIKIA read w£
G
≤
M
 , as well, and to him it was

equally “nepon{tno” (123). Taking “out” as the sense to be looked for, we would

expect one of the adverbs ending in-damsuch asšignidam“out from inside” or, rather,

akcidam “out from here” or ikcidam “out from there”. Possibly, Evliya’sx- is a reflex

of the -kc- 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 cluster-tn- 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 as*akit-gam(o)and*ikit-gam(o), resp.

gel aġa ekmek yeyelim ‚æ> ‰> flø¸Z £¯Z ·¸ “Come sir let’s eat bread”

akc bat

c

ono puri č

c

amos a{ ba4ono puri $amos

akc bat

c

ono p

c

uri č

c

amos aq[ı] patoni puri ˇcamos Mi¬
H
*£
G
À {

G
f
H
¬C

G
x¬
H
°£
G
C
G
rÚ

As above, Georgiana{ akc “here” has a final-i indicated. Instead of the expected

vocative ending,-o, Evliya’s patoni clearly shows the nominative ending,-i; I 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 W. BOEDER

proposes (l.c.). As for the first consonant in this word, note that Evliya’sp- may well

represent the older form of the word which wasp

c

at

c

ron-i originally (a borrowing from

a Romance language); in this case, the dissimilation ofp

c

-t

c

- to b-t

c

- must have occurred

later than Evliya’s time, at least dialectally, unless thep

c

- be due to Megrelian influence

again as G. HEWITT presumes (letter dated 22.7.91; for Megrelianp

c

at

c

oni cf. e.g.

KIPŠIDZE’s Grammar, 297). — Forp

c

uri č

c

amos, lit. “he should eat bread”, cf. above.

eydir f¨>Z “it is good” iri rigzea (??) rigzea (??) (r)ibzéà (?) {
G
∞
G
†Z

In the form written in the manuscript, this can hardly be a Georgian word, not even a
dialectal one; DŽIKIA , who rendered it as

G
}
G
Z (126, l. 6 from below), stated that this

“one word or sentence allows for a decipherment 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 ofrigzea rigzea, meaning “(it) is in order” which

could lie behind Evliya’s spelling if hisZ (alif) stands for af 〈r〉, if the final { 〈 i〉
can be read as an-a-vowel, and if Evliya’s[ 〈b〉 can represent the Georgian-g-. For

the latter proposal, cp. the wordxitnam above if it means(a)kitgam. As it is,

Evliya’s form strongly reminds one of the Abkhaz word for “good”,abzia a-bzia,
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which we would expect in a finite form such asi-bzioup i-bzioup

c

“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. — R. DANKOFF (letter dated 3.7.91) wonders

whether the Turkish word could beeder “he makes”, perhaps in the secondary sense of

“he fucks”, instead ofeydir; but this would not help for the Georgian word.

gel gitme ‰ø•¸ ·¸ “come don’t go” akc mod(i), ar c

c

awides

a{ mod, ar ~avides akc mod, ar c

c

avides aq[i] mod(i), ar sáwides Mi
G
¨
G
>¬G#

M
fÚ
M
d¬
H
*
G
rÚ

As for the final -i indicated inaqi, see above. Note thatar c

c

avides is a third person

singular form “he should not go”, again; cf. also DŽIKIA who translated the clause as
“idi s}da, pusth ne u/idet!” (121, fn. 4).

otur aġa £¯Z f
H
¬°z

G
Z “sit sir” daǐed, bat

c

ono

da#ed, ba4ono day̌ed bat

c

ono dacéd paton(o) x

¬
H
°£
G
C
M
¨
G
DZ
G
d

Here, the word for “Sir” seems to have no ending although we should expect the

vocative-o again. If this is not due to Megrelian influence, it could be explained by a

writing problem here, because thex 〈n〉 itself did not fit into the line anymore, so
that the vocalization marker might have been omitted; but cp. the next entry too.

DŽIKIA ’s manuscript seems to have akasra below thex 〈n〉, again (126, l. 6 from

below). For thep-, see above.

aġa bir iki oġlanım var durur alırmısın „
G
±
G
*Æ˛Ú ffz

H
d fZz ‚"Î¯zZ Áº>Z Æ† £¯Z

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

ba4ono, erti ori bi$i mqav(s) da#ed iqidos (?)

bat

c

ono, ertci ori bi č

c

i mq

c

av(s), day̌ed, iq

c

idos (?)

paton(o) erti ori *bice mxav(s) dacéd *i ˙g(i)dos (?) Miz
H
¨
M
¯Ú
M
¨
G
DZ
G
d
M
g£
G
  M‚

G
®
G
† {

G
f
H
zZ
G
\f

G
Z
M
x¬
H
°£
G
C

BLEICHSTEINER had the first two words only (95: 38); DŽIKIA saw three single senten-

ces here, the first one ending withertci, the second one withmq

c

avs. As for paton, the

-n is clearly marked as final, this time, by asukūn again; so this may indeed be a

(dialectal) variant of the vocative expected. The word for “boy” should bebič

c

i in the

nominative, notbič

c

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 bemq

c

avs,“I have (with me)”,xar being a second person singular “you

are” only; DŽIKIA positedmq

c

avs, too (121: 37). If Evliya did meanmq

c

avs, he must

have confusedz 〈w〉 and f 〈r〉 in his notebook, which is easy to assume, and must
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have omitted the final-s which is a general feature of today’s colloquial speech as W.

BOEDER underlines (l.c.).dacid might be the imperativeday̌ed “sit down” once again

(cp. DŽIKIA : 121, fn. 5), better transcribed asdacéd as in the preceding clause; it

corressponds to the Turkicdurur. The last word is problematical. If we assume the sense

of “will you buy”, we expect the verb-q

c

id- 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 iqidos iq

c

idos which means “he should (or will) buy”. If this is the form

needed (for the third person, cp. some of the preceding sentences), Evliya’sÚ (alif-

madda) must be corrected into
G
Z (alif with kasra) and hisġaynshould have akasra too,

no sukūn. As a different solution, we could think of Evliya’sÚ reflecting the Georgian

negative particle,ar; the word would thus have to be interpreted as a questiona(r)

(i)q̇(i)dos “won’t he (you?) buy”. In this case, Evliya must have omitted ther (f with

sukūn) as present in the third entry to follow. DŽIKIA did not try to identify the word

(121: 38).

baqayım küçük mi ÂøºÀ¬¸ ‚√˙£† “Let me see, is he little” akc im pat

c

aria

a{, im(e) pa4(a)raj−a akc, im(e) p

c

at

c

(a)ray-a aq-im(e) pát(a)ráyá ‰
G
>GÆ
M
•
G
C M‚√

G
˙Ú

As against DŽIKIA who gave no solution foraqim (121: 39), BLEICHSTEINER may have

been right in separating it intoakc plus im, the first word being the adverb “here” (95:

39). im would be the oblique form of the demonstrative pronounis, igi “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 möglich! 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 separateaqim into akci, the variant of standard Georgianakc

we had in several sentences before, and the first person singular pronounme, here

being used as an equivalent of standard Georgiančcemtcvis “for me”; the sentence could

thus mean “is he (too) little for me”. — The predicative adjective in the form Evliya

spells it isp

c

at

c

ra- as against standardp

c

at

c

ara-, “small, little”; the “syncopated” form

is listed in ĠLON ˙TI’s dialect dictionary (436), but not for Gurian. Note that Evliya

clearly records a nominative ending-y before the short copula-a.

yoq büyükdür f¨¸¬√† r¬> “No, he is big” didi aris

didi aris didi aris didi aris Mi
G
fÚ {

G
¨>
G
d

There is no equivalent of Turkishyoq in this sentence,didi aris meaning “(he) is big”
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simply.

almam w£ø˛Ú “I won’t buy” ar
˘
hdos(?) ar iqidos ar iq

c

i-

dos

ar (i)ġidos Miz
H
¨
G
¯
M
fÚ

The kasra written below theġayn clearly excludes BLEICHSTEINER’s ar
˘
hdos “er soll

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

stated (128). Instead, we should look for a form of the verbq

c

id- again. “I shan’t buy”

would bear viq

c

ido, which seems to exclude itself, however. As it is,ar ġidos could

representar q

c

idos “he should not sell” or, rather,ar iq

c

idos “he should not / won’t

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

vallāhi eyi oġlandır f¨"Î¯zZ {Z Â¡
N
æ˛Zz “By God, he is a fine boy” /

|vtis mad(l)ma, kai bi$e(j)a gvtcis mad(l)ma, k

c

ai bič

c

e(y)a

(ġw)tis mádma q(a)y b(i)ceya £G√
G
®† Â˙ £

G
*
M
¨
G
* M‘

G
°

This entry was omitted in BLEICHSTEINER’s treatise.tis medmamost probably repre-

sents the common formulȧgvtis madlma, lit. “(by) God’s mercy”, the meaning of which

is given as “bei Gott” in TSCHENKELI’s dictionary (I, 705); cf. DŽIKIA , too, for this

solution (122: 42). For the missing-l- in mad(l)ma,cp. the notation ofyaġ(l)ma “dog”,

above. Less probable is the formulȧgmertma iccis or, rather, iccis ġmertma “God

knows”, because the rendering of the affricate-cc- by a 〈t〉 would be curious as well

as the missing-r-. Other proposals are still less probable, take, e.g.ġvtis dedama

“God’s mother” (in the ergative) which we should expect with a finite verb beside.qy

is k

c

ai, the shortened form ofk

c

argi “good” as in the following entry. Note that the

word for “boy”, bič

c

i, has a stem in-e indicated once again, which speaks in favour of

this being a dialectal variant.

eyi degildir fenādır fd£¿˘ f¨æ¸d Â>Z “He is not good, he is bad”k

c

arg(i) ar aris, gla
˘
ha-a

kai ar aris, glaXaa k

c

ai ar aris, glaxa-a qai araris q[ı]láxa(a) £
G
™
G
æ
G
˙ Mi

G
fZ
G
fÚ

G

{£
G
˙

As against BLEICHSTEINER (95: 42), the first word is the shortenedk

c

ai, again, not the

full stem k

c

argi; cf. already DŽIKIA , 128. Note thatglaxa-a “he is poor, bad” has no

nominative-y indicated as againstp

c

at

c

ra-y-a, above.

at \Ú “horse” c
˘
heni cXeni ccxeni ç[ı]xén(i) M

„
G
™√
G
À

There is a clearsukūn above the finalx 〈n〉 in this word, excluding the expected

nominative formcxeni.

qa ˙tır Æ
G
%£˙ “mule” ǐori #ori y̌ori çori {

G
f¬
H
À
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eşek fl$Z “donkey” wiri viri viri wiri {
G
f
G
z

köpek yaramaz g£*ZÆ> ıC¬¸ “the dog is naughty” d̄aḡli k

c

udiani

&a|li kudiania yaġli k

c

udiania caġli qudyan(ia) x£
G
>d¬

H
˙ Âæ¯£

G
D

If Evliya really meant a sentence “the dog is naughty” here,qudyanmust represent the

form k

c

udiania “he is naughty” (lit. “geschwänzt”, fromk

c

udi “tail”), but there is no

indication of either the nominative-i or the shortened copula,-a. Note that there is a

compositeyaġlik

c

uda, lit. “dog’s tail”, in Georgian too, which denotes a bad person; cf.

T. SAXO ˙KIA , Kartuli xa ˙tovani si˙tq̇va-tkmata, Tbilisi21979, 833 sq. For DŽIKIA , these

were two entries, the second being the simple adjectivek

c

udiani “xitry/i, durno/i”

(122: 48). Note that in his Turkish translation, Evliya usesköpek, not kelb, here, which

could point to the meaning of an invective as K. KREISERsuggests (personal communi-
cation).
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Megrelian:

Today’s forms are given according to I. KIPŠIDZE ( ˙QIPŠIZE), Grammatika mingrel’skago
(iverskago) jazyka s xrestomatieju i slovarem, S.-Peterburg 1914 (Materialy po jafeti-
českomu jazykoznaniju, 7.). The principles of the phonological spelling and of the “Turkici-
zing” transcription are the same as with Georgian.

Turkish meaning BLEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) 1 1 arti arti artci arti Â°fÚ

(iki) 2 2 žiri xiri žiri j(i)ri }fh

(üç) 3 3 šumi (!) sumi sumi sumi ¬H#*Â

I. KIPŠIDZE (321) and BLEICHSTEINER (98: 3) quoted Evliya for the Megrelian number

“three” in the formšumi,which would match well with R.VON ERCKERT’s šumi (Die

Sprachen des Kaukasischen Stammes, Wien 1985, Repr. Wiesbaden 1970, 23) withš-

against today’ssumiwhich might be influenced by Georgiansami. This cannot be main-
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tained, given the clear readingÂ*¬H# sumi in the autograph. In the case of ERCKERT’s

notation (šumi is put besidesumi here), there may be doubts, too, as to whether it can

be relied upon, because the older word-lists have onlysumisuch as J. GÜLDENSTÄDT’s

(cf. the edition of G. GELAŠVILI , Giuldenš˙ted ˙tis mogzauroba sakartveloši / Putešestvie

Gjul’denštedta po Gruzii / Johannes Gueldenstaedtius, Peregrinatio Georgica, II, Tbilisi

1964, 305), and J.VON KLAPROTH’s (in: Kaukasische Sprachen. Anhang zur Reise in

den Kaukasus und nach Georgien. Halle u. Berlin 1814, 270; quoted in G. ROSEN,

Über die Sprache der Lazen, Berlin 1845, 11). In “Asia polyglotta” (Paris 1823, 122),

KLAPROTH has Megr.S̄umi(and “S̄uanisch”S̄emi) as against GeorgianSami,but his s̄

means just a word initial voicelesss-.

(dört) 4 4 otc
˘
hi otXi otcxi otxi

G

“°
H
zZ

(beş) 5 5
˘
hutci Xuti xutci xuti Â°

H
¬ 

(altı) 6 6 (amšwi) am}vi amšvi (a)p[i]škuy {
H
¬º$

G
C

Cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (98: 6) for a discussion of this word. That the-k- is not due

to an influence of the following numeral but is an authentic feature, is indicated by the

form apch’schui (= apxšvi) given in the list of Megrelian numerals in KLAPROTH’s

“Kaukasische Sprachen”, 270. KLAPROTH’s Megrelian form is quoted asapxhwui in

his own “Asia polyglotta” and asapch"sui in G. ROSEN’s “Über die Sprache der Lazen”,

11. GÜLDENSTÄDT, however, had today’samschialready (GELAŠVILI ’s edition, 305).

Taking KLAPROTH’s form as granted, we can interpret Evliya’spişkuyas *apcšxvi or,

rather,apcškcvi. For S.S. DŽIKIA (Ėvlija Čelebi o mingrel’skom i gruzinskom jazykax,

Sovetskoe jazykoznanie 1936,2, 113), the-k- was still unexplainable (“vo vs{kom
sluqae prisutsvie v |tom slove Ù teperh ne ob&{snimo”).

(yedi) 7 7 škcwit

c

i }{viti škcvitci [i]šküti Â
G
°
H
¬º
G
$Z

This numeral is given asschqwithi in KLAPROTH’s word-list (270) and as"sqwithi in

ROSEN’s (11). Evliya’s i- is a prothetic vowel provoked by the consonant cluster; cf.

already DŽIKIA , 123, according to whom this is a normal feature of Turks starting to

speak Megrelian (or Georgian). GÜLDENSTÄDT’s skwiti (with s- instead ofsch-: 305)

may be an error.

(sekiz) 8 8 ruo ruo ruo ruwo z
H
zz
H
f

(doquz) 9 9 č
˘
horo %Xoro čcxoro ç[o]ġor(o) M

f
H
¬¯¬

H
À

There is a clearsukūn above the final-r, but the-o vocalism of today’s form must be

authentic. GÜLDENSTÄDT givesrua “8” and tschchora“9” with a final -a, but this is not



40

attested elsewhere.

(on) 10 10 witci viti vitci w(i)ti Â°z

(on bir) 11 11 witcaartci (!) (vitaarti vitca artci) [art ci w(i)tci] {gz Â°fÚ

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 KIPŠIDZE’s grammar (XXIII). GÜLDENSTÄDT had the

“normal” form witarti, already (305).

ekmek flø¸Z “bread” kcobali {obali kcobali kobal(i) (?) (?) v£†¬¸

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 stem in-al. Cf. KIPŠIDZE’s gram-

mar, already, for a discussion of this word as attested in the published text of Evliya’s

travel book (XXIV). As against BLEICHSTEINER, Megr. kobali cannot be identified

etymologically with Georgianpckcvili “flour” but rather with Georgianxorbali “wheat”

(cf. Arn. ČIKOBAVA , ˇ˙Canur-megrul-kartuli šedarebiti leksi˙koni, Tbilisi 1938, 175,

quoting I. ŽAVAXIŠVILI ). Cp. KIPŠIDZE, who denoteskobali as “pwenica” as well as

“pweniqny/i xl_b&” (345), and GÜLDENSTÄDT who has Megr.xorbali for “triticum”

and tschkomifor “bread” (309/310). Curiously, KLAPROTH noteskobali as the Megrel-

ian word for “Kuh” in Asia polyglotta (117); this must be due to a confusion of

Georgianpcuri “cow” and p

c

uri “bread”.

āteş ’°Ú “fire” dač
˘
hiri da%Xiri dačxiri dacxir(i) MÆ

G
™
M
DZ
G
d

In the autograph, Evliya seems to have corrected himself with respect to the medial

b 〈x〉, so that it is not completely clear whether there is akasra below both the_ 〈c〉
and thef 〈r〉 or whether there is onekasra, only. The final f 〈r〉 seems to have a

sukūn, too, which would exclude a nominative-i. GÜLDENSTÄDT has datschche

for “ignis”, but the lack of a final-r must be a mistake.

qalqan x£∫æ˙ “shield” pcori (DEETERS) fori ? pcori ? por(i) M
f
H
¬C

Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (99: 14) for a discussion of this word. It is true that the regular

sound equivalent of Georgianpari “shield” would be pcori in Megrelian as DEETERS

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.

qoyun x¬√˙ “sheep” š
˘
huri }Xuri šxuri [u]şxuri {

G
f
H
¬™$

H
Z
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Note that there is a clear indication of a final (nominative)-i in this word (as against the

two preceding ones). — The initial
H
Z (alif with ˙damma) seems to be a “turkicizing”

prothetic vowel (to be read asu- for the sake of vowel harmony) to avoid the consonant

clusteršx-.

quşaq r£$¬˙ “waistband” ort

c

q

c

apcu

(do) or4qafu (?) (do) ort

c

q

c

apcu (?) *dortqap(u) (?) M
\£
G
˙
M
f
H
d

Cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (99: 16) for an attempt to join Evliya’s spelling with the

Megrelian word for “girdle”,ort

c

q

c

apcu. The initial d- might be the remnant of an older

form with a prefix do- building verbal nouns instead of today’so- or, more probably,

the reflex of Megr.do “and” contracted with the word initialo- as W. BOEDERproposes

(l.c). If we can assume that Evliya changed the final\ 〈t〉 for a ^ 〈p〉 and that

the medial-t

c

- in the verbal rootrt

c

q

c

was lost due to a simplification of the conson-

ant cluster-rt

c

q

c

-, we can well assume today’s form as lying behind Evliya’sdorqat.

Note, that there is a clearsukūn above the final letter which is more easily explained if

this represented-pcu. We cannot exclude, however, that Evliya’s form stands for a

different word such as, e.g., *durt(u)qi or the like; cf. DŽIKIA (113), who grouped

\£
G
˙
M
f
G
d in the words “kotorye sovsem ne qita}ts{ ili qita}ts{, no predstavl{-

}t nepon{tny/i kompleks zvukov”.

baş j£† “head” dudi dudi dudi dudi {
G
dz
H
d

odun x
H
zd
H
zZ “wood” diškca di}{a diškca dişká G

‰º$
G
d

This word is noted asdischchain GÜLDENSTÄDT’s word-list (310: “lignum”).

köpek flC¬¸ “dog” ǐoḡori #o|ori y̌oġori çoġor(i) f
H
¬¯¬

H
À

There is no vocalization mark at all for the finalf 〈r〉 in this word.

˙sıġır Æ∏+ “cattle”
˘
hoǐi %X(o)u čcx(o)u c[u]xu H

¬ ¬
H
D

According to BLEICHSTEINER (99: 20), Evliya must have confused the punctuation

marks of _ 〈c〉 and b 〈x〉 in this word if he really meantXo#i xoy̌i “steer”. For

the clearly indicated rounded vowel in the final position, we would have to assume an

-ü due to progressive assimilation to match with the-i expected. Much more probably,

Evliya’s word is %Xu čxu, however, which means “korova” according to KIPŠIDZE

(368); KIPŠIDZE has the variantšcxuu for the Eastern (S= Senak-) andčxou for the

Western dialect (MZ= Sa-Murzakan / Zugdidi). For this equation cf. already DŽIKIA

(115 and 128). GÜLDENSTÄDT haschodǧi, already, for “bos” (308, fn. 14).#oXo y̌oxo

would mean “name” in Megrelian (KIPŠIDZE, 416: im{); according to G. HEWITT
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(letter dated 22.7.91) the dialect of Oˇcamčira hasy̌oxo only as a verbal form meaning

“X is called Y” (Georgianhkvia), whereas for “name” it has the Georgiansaxeli.

buzaġı Â¯Zg¬† “calf” geni, gini geni / gini geni / gini gin(i) M
„
G
˝

According to KIPŠIDZE, geni belongs to the Eastern dialect (S), whilegini is the form

noted in the West (MZ: 215). As Evliya normally denotes a-i- by kasra,he will have

heard the latter one (but cp. the second entry to follow). GÜLDENSTÄDT hasgeni (308:

“vitulus”) as well as KLAPROTH (Kaukasische Sprachen, 267). DŽIKIA read „√√˝

〈giin〉 in his manuscript (128).

˙tuz g¬% “salt” ǐimu #imu y̌imu [i]cim(u) M‚
G
DZ

For the unexpected initialZ alif cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (99: 22) and DŽIKIA (128).

That this is a combination withe “that”, as BLEICHSTEINER presumed, is hardly

believable; according to DŽIKIA , there is akasrabelow thealif in his manuscript, which

would render BLEICHSTEINER’s solution even less probable, but there is nokasra in the

autograph. Anyhow, as in the following word, the initialZ will rather be due to a simplifi-

cation of a word initial consonant (cluster). GÜLDENSTÄDT has Ǧumi (311, fn. 4)

which shows the reverse order of the vowels as against today’s form. Evliya’s spelling

of the final w with sukūn may mean today’s-mu rather than GÜLDENSTÄDT’s -mi.

at \Z “horse” c
˘
heni cXeni ccxeni [i]çxen(i) M

„
G
©
M
À
G
Z

For the initial Z, see the preceding word. Megrelianccxeni, which is surely a borrowing

from Georgian, is attested in PALLAS’ edition of GÜLDENSTÄDT’s word-list, but not in

GÜLDENSTÄDT’s material itself, cf. GELAŠVILI ’s edition, 308, fn. 15. KLAPROTH (Asia

polyglotta, 118) hasZcheni.

domuz g¬
H
*zd “pig” ġeǐi |e#i ġey̌i ġäc(i) M

_£
G
¯

As there is no variant likėgay̌i attested anywhere, Evliya’s-a-, clearly indicated byalif

plus fat ˙ha, is unexpected. Even GÜLDENSTÄDT hasGedǧi alone (309, fn. 5), as well as

KLAPROTH (Asia polyglotta, 119), who writes itGed9i. Thesukūn above the final_ 〈ǧ〉
is quite faint in the autograph.

eşek fl$Z “donkey” girini, g er eni girini / gyryni girini / g er eni *gır(ı)ni
G
\

r

f
G
.˝

Of the two forms as given in KIPŠIDZE’s grammar (218), the first one belongs to the

Eastern dialect (S), the latter to the Western dialect (MZ), again (but cf. DŽIKIA , 112,

according to whomgirini girini is not met with in Eastern Megrelia at all). Evliya

must have confused\ 〈t〉 and x 〈n〉 here if we presume today’s form. Theqāf

written above thekāf is perhaps meant to indicate a non-palatal pronunciation which
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could point to the Westerneinstead of the Easterni. GÜLDENSTÄDT hasGirin (308), as

well as KLAPROTH (Asia polyglotta, 113).

ayı Â>Ú “bear” tcuntci tunti tcuntci tut(i) M
\
H
¬°

Evliya’s form is nearer to the Laz equivalents of Megreliantcuntci, viz. tcutci and

mtcutci, than to today’s Megrelian word itself. As the-n- is regarded as a secondary

element in Megr.tcuntci (and similar cases; cf., e.g., K.H. SCHMIDT, Studien zur

Rekonstruktion des Lautstandes der südkaukasischen Grundsprache, Wiesbaden 1962,

89 sq.), Evliya may well have heard an older form.

peynir Æ¿√C “cheese” cwali, cwai 'vali, 'vai

c

vali,

c

vai qol(i) M
v
H
¬˙

As against today’s form, Evliya’sqwal seems to represent an older stage as attested by

Laz q

c

vali, which still has the initialq

c

, agreeing with Georgianq

c

veli. GÜLDENSTÄDT,

too, hasKwali for “caseus” (310). For the rendering of today’s-va- by z 〈w〉 with

˙damma, cf. DŽIKIA (128), according to whom this must be readqol; is this a dialect

variant? For the missing-i, cp. kobal(i) above.

yoġurd M
df
H
¬∏
H
> “sour milk” marc

c

weni

mar~veni, mar~vini marc
c

veni, marc
c

vini márcwän xZ
G
¬DÆ

G
*

Evliya’s vocalization is unexpected. PALLAS, in his edition of GÜLDENSTÄDT’s word-

list, gives Madsonias the Megrelian word for “lac coagulatum” but this is clearly the

Georgian word; the same holds true for KLAPROTH’s Madsoni (Asia, 117).

zeker Æ¸g “penis” pcuči fu%i pcučci fuc(i) M
_¬

H
˘

BLEICHSTEINER’s proposal that this is Megrelianpcučci (= Georgianpcicci) meaning

“oath” would be quite convincing if we could assume that Evliya askedFOR Æ
G
¸
G
e

¯ zeker,

which is likely because of the following words (and, as DŽIKIA stated, because Evliya

never asked abstract terms at all: 128), but thatÆ¸
G
e

¯ zikr was understood by his inform-

ants (in the sense of “invocation of God’s name”). That Evliya rendered the aspirated

pc as q 〈f〉 would not be surprising. I do not see, however, that Megrelianpcučci can

have the meaning of “penis”; as G. HEWITT (l.c.) reports, there is a Megr.pcučci which

“is used of agirl’s private parts when talking to children — i.e. it’s less suggestive than

čuri [for which see the next entry]. But it can’t be used of a penis”. — A different

solution is offered by DŽIKIA who reads the word as_¬˙ 〈quc〉 and interprets this as

Megrelian'va#i

c

vay̌i meaning “mu9skoe {iqko” (115, fn. 1; cf. KIPŠIDZE, 418, who

gives the meaning “wul{tnoe {ico”, i.e. “testicle”). That Megrelian

c

was heard as

a q

c

by Evliya is further suggested by the word for “cheese” above; the same holds true
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for the rendering of-va- by H
z (wāw with ˙damma). As for the missing-i, we can cp.

ġäc(i) “pig” in any case.

ferc _Æ˘ “vagina” čuri %uri čcuri çur(i) M
f¬
H
À

For the missing-i, cp. çoġor(i) above.

˙taşaq r£≤% “testicles” / Xodi (?) xodi (?) xodi {
G
d¬
H
 

I cannot verify this word in the published material; BLEICHSTEINER omits it. It is possi-

ble, that Megrelian once possessed a wordxodi, equivalent to Georgianxvadi “male

(animal), male dog, stallion” etc.; cp. KIPŠIDZE (405) who notes a verbal rootxod-

meaning “coire” which he compares with Georgianxvadi, too. For DŽIKIA , 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 Evliya’sxodi conceals a variant of the normal

word for “testicle”, 'va#i

c

vay̌i, as discussed in the last but one entry, is less probable.

gel ·¸ “come” (mortci) vai (?) vai (?) way {Z
G
z

BLEICHSTEINER, in regardingway as an interjection, obviously thought of KIPŠIDZE’s

vai! meaning “woe!” (“o/i, o gore!”). Possibly, this is the Abkhaz word for “come”,

uaai wa:i, borrowed into Megrelian as some kind of interjection, in this sense; cf.

already DŽIKIA (115 and 123) for the same assumption.

adam wdÚ “man” č

c

aš (Svan. ?) ~ie ? c

c

ie ? çay ? M
{£
G
À

BLEICHSTEINER was right that there is no Megrelian word meaning “man” which would

match with Evliya’sçay (100: 32). It is highly improbable, however, that Evliya heard

the Svan worďc

c

äš, here, because the same form is recorded several times in the same

spelling in clear Megrelian sentences, later on. DŽIKIA (116) proposes Megrelian~ie c

c

ie,

instead, which means “malhqik” according to KIPŠIDZE (378) and which seems a

better solution, though not without problems. Note that in contrast to the preceding

item, çay is written with asukūn above the final{ 〈y〉.

o ˙tur f¬%zZ “sit” do
˘
hod doXodi doxodi dåxod(i) d

H
¬ Z

G
d

Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (100: 33) for the right analysis. Surprisingly, Evliya spells the first

-o- with fat ˙ha plus alif (cf. already DŽIKIA , 124), which may be due to an influence of

the frequent Georgian preverbda- equivalent to Megreliando-. According to G.

HEWITT (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 preverbsdo-do-xod(-i)(assuming the politedo-zoy̌(-i)

is not used), thoughdo-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 Õ
G
¸ “go” melaul e(?) meleuly ? meleul e? meläwlı Â˛

M
z
G
Î
G
*

As against DANKOFF’s edition (Glossary, 122), the Turkish equivalent in the autograph

is clearlygit “go”, not the negativegitme “don’t go”. Like this, we could easily assume

a verbal compoundmele-ul emeaning “you go over there” here, consisting ofmele-“po
tu storonu” (K IPŠIDZE, 278 s.v. 2.me) and the second person singular present form

ul e/u “you go” (KIPŠIDZE’s root 2.l, 264). In this case, BLEICHSTEINER’s proposal

(100: 34) that we have a reduced form of today’s prohibitive particlen em eplus elaul e

“geh nicht vorbei!” here could be disposed of. The identification of Evliya’smeläwlı

with the positive Turkishgit is problematical, however, because the same Megrelian

form corresponds to the negativegitme in two other sentences below. So we have to

face the possibility that Evliya’s Turkish form was misunderstood asgitme by his

informant and that his answer is a negative form anyhow. In this case, we can accept

an explanation given by G. HEWITT (l.c.), according to whom the form represents a

Megrelianmele- “over there” plusva “not” plus ul e/u “you go” which would fit well

with Evliya’s writing.

qız ∞√˙ “girl” tcena tina tcina tina
G
Ê¿√
G
°

BLEICHSTEINER’s proposal (100: 35) that this is not a word meaning “girl” but a

demonstrative pronoun “diese” is quite convincing, although one should prefertcina

“that one” to tcena “this one”, because of Evliya’skasra below the\ 〈t〉; cf. DŽIKIA ,

too (128). We can not exclude totally, however, that Evliya’s spelling means the

Megrelian word for girl,cira ccira, instead, thex 〈n〉 being used erroneously for a

f 〈r〉 and the\ 〈t〉 representing acc, as in Evliya’s tis if this represents Georgianiccis

(cf. the Georgian specimen for this).

yeyelim ‚æ
G
> ‰
G
> “let’s eat” o-w-č

c

k

c

om-atc o$kom(i) (?) oč

c

k

c

om(i) (?) oçqom(i) M
w
H
¬∫À

H
zZ

BLEICHSTEINER’s 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 haveo-č

c

k

c

om-u“das was zu essen ist” here, instead, is not convincing

either. A better candidate seems to be the formoč

c

k

c

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 DŽIKIA (116, fn.2) too. The final-i 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 G. HEWITT (l.c.)

such vowels are generally lost in the Megrelian dialect of Oˇcamčira which speaks in
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favour of the latter solution. Cp. the second entry to follow too.

gel adam wdÚ ·¸ “come man” (waj čai) vai ~ie ?? vai c

c

ie ?? way çay M
{£
G
À {Z

G
z

For both words, see above. Note that there is asukūn above the{ 〈y〉 in the latter

word only, again.

buraya £
G
>Z
G
f¬
H
† “hither” ašo mortci a}y morti aš emortci aş(ı) mort(i) \f¬

H
* jÚ

As against BLEICHSTEINER (101: 40) it seems easier to presume that Evliya’saş repre-

sents Megr.aš ethan ašo, both meaning “here, hither”; cp. the second entry to follow

too, where the same word is written with a final{ 〈 i〉. As for the imperativemortci,

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” (cp. DŽIKIA , 116, fn. 3).

gitme adam wdÚ ‰ø•¸ “don’t go man” ([n e]m eelaul ečai)

(mele−va−uly ~ie ??) mele-va-ulec

c

ie ?? mélawlı çay M
{£
G
À Â˛

M
z
G
Î
G
*

For both words, see above. Note thatçay has asukūn above the{ 〈y〉 again.

pa ˙s ˙ta var gel baba £†£† ·¸ fZz ‰µ+£C “There ispa ˙s ˙ta, come father”

aš emortci, wai mamaw a}y morti, vai ? mamav ?

aš emortci, vai ??mamav? aşı *mor[i]t(i) way *mamaw M
d£
G
*£
G
*
M
{Z
G
z
M
x
G
f¬
H
* Â$Ú

Cp. the last but one entry for the first two words. As formortci, it is obvious that

Evliya confused x 〈n〉 and \ 〈t〉 in the final position here; possibly, thekasra

noted below thef 〈r〉 stood below the final\ 〈t〉, originally. As for way, note that

this word has asukūn above the final{ 〈y〉, this time. With respect to Evliya’s

mamad, BLEICHSTEINER was right in stating that this must be the Georgian form of the

word for “father”, mama,as against Megr.muma or mua, and that it must show a

reflex of the Georgian vocative particle,-o/-v, the d 〈d〉 being written for az 〈w〉,
erroneously; cf. DŽIKIA (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 ispa ˙s ˙ta” at all (cf. already DŽIKIA , 116, fn.4).

gel ana £"Ú ·¸ “come mother”wai dias! vai ? dias ? vai ? dias ?way diyas
G

{Z
G
z MiZ

G
>
G
d

way has asukūn here, once again. As fordias, this is not the expected form, the word

for “mother” beingdia (or dida) in the nominative. BLEICHSTEINER (101: 41) presumes

that this is the dative case instead, provoked byway which he interprets as an inter-

jection, the whole sentence meaning something like “weh, Mutter”. Such a syntactical

behaviour of the interjectionvai vai is not attested anywhere else, however. DŽIKIA
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seems to doubt the-s too, rendering Evliya’s entry as “waaydia (?)”.

bir domuz yeyelim ‚æ> ‰> g¬
H
*z
H
d Æ† “let’s eat a pig” artci ḡeǐi oč

c

k

c

omu

arti |e#i o$kom(i) artci ġey̌i oč

c

k

c

om(i) arti ġäç(i) oçqom(i) M
w
H
¬∫
M
À
H
zZ c£¯ Á°fZ

As against BLEICHSTEINER (101: 42) this will be the second person singular aorist =

imperativeoč

c

k

c

om(i), again, a sentence like “ein Schwein (ist) zu essen” hardly repre-

senting normal Kartvelian syntax; cf. DŽIKIA , again, for the right solution (116, fn. 5).

Besides, I am not sure whetheročckcomu “das was zu essen ist” does exist in Megrelian

at all, because KIPŠIDZE givesoč

c

k

c

omali as the deverbal noun in this sense only (391).

If Evliya’s oçqomis the imperative form “eat!”, instead, the nominative objectartci ġey̌i

is exactly what we have to expect. Note that the word for “pig” is written withalif plus

fat ˙ha again.

kelpler anaoı ve babaoı ve seni yefcallesin „
G
# ‰æ

N
æ∑π> Â¿# z Â¸£†£† z Â¸£"Z Ææßæ¸

“May dogs fuck your mother and your father and you” ǐoḡori (! ...)

#o|or{ dia−s{ani migi}aXod(as) ?? y̌oġorkc dia-skcani migišaxod(as)??

coġor(k) diyaskan(i) migi¸sa[y]xod(as)?? M
d¬
H
 

G

{£
G
$ Â

G
º
G
*
M
x£
G
¸ i£

G
>
G
d
M
f
H
¬¯¬D

BLEICHSTEINER (101: 43) treated only the first word of this sentence,ǐoġori “dog”;

DŽIKIA (117: 44) read it as#o|ori dias{an mi{i.. y̌oġori 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 be-xod- for which see above; this is

obviously contained in Evliya’sMd¬H  -xod-. In the modal sense of “May he do sth.!” we

would expect a third person optative (= aorist subjunctive), which would bexod-as.

The subject of this form must be in the ergative case, which would bey̌oġor-kc “a dog”

in the singular ory̌oġor-epc-kc “dogs” in the plural. The object “your mother” would

have to be in the nominative,dia-skcani, 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 likexod-u/ en-das; we would expect the “dog(s)” in the

nominative then (̌yoġori / y̌oġorepci) and “your mother” in the dative (dias-skcans). It

is clear that this solution can be excluded. As it is not likely that Evliya could have

overheard the optative ending-as, we have to think of a third possibility. This is offered

by G. HEWITT (l.c.) and W. BOEDER (l.c): As HEWITT states, “one sometimes finds the

simple Aorist where you would expect a subjunctive expressing a wish, cf.|oront−{
do−r−Xvam−es [ġorontc-kc do-r-xvam-es] ‘God blessed you (Pl.)’ for expected ‘God bless

you!’ = do−r−Xvam−an [do-r-xvam-an]” (cf. K IPŠIDZE’s grammar, 0139, § 146 and W.
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BOEDER, “Über einige Anredeformen im Kaukasus”, in: Georgica 11, 1988, 12 for the

same phenomenon). Like this, Evliya’sxud could be a third singular aoristXod(−u)
xod(u)simply, the final-u being omitted as otherwise. — In any case, we are left with

the two wordsmiki şay which can hardly be identified with “your father”,mua-skcani,

and “you”, si. Instead, I would prefer to see a complex of verbal prefixes here, such as,

e.g., mi-gi-ša-. This could consist of the compound preverbmi-ša- meaning “into the

middle, in between” (cf. KIPŠIDZE’s grammar, 0120), and the objective marker of the

second person,-gi-, “for you, to you”, which would be coreferential to the notion of

skcan- “your” here. There is a difficulty, however, in the fact that the normal order of

the elements would bemiša-gi-, but as KIPŠIDZE admits, objective markers “sometimes”

(“inogda”) are met with in an intermediate position within compound preverbs too

(Grammar, 0106, § 111 and 090, § 101,primeqanie). 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 second, the-g- of the “would

tend to disappear within a verb form, and, because of syncope in verbs, it is unlikely

that migišaxod(as), even if it ever existed, would have been so pronounced” (l.c.). A

different solution would take Evliya’sM{ 〈y〉 in şay as the marker of the so-called

“subjective version”, meaning “for himself” as correlative to the subject of the action,

which would exclude-ki- as an objective marker. In this case, I could only think of an

inversed complex,kci-miša-, kci- being a phonetic variant of the perfective particlekco-

as in kci-miša-mi-bogi “build a bridge for me in the middle” (KIPŠIDZE, Grammar,

0121, § 120). I wonder, however, whether the verb in question could have a subjective

marker at all. G. HEWITT again thinks of the second person objective marker,-gi-,

reduced to-i- within a complexmik

c

i-še-(g)i-xod(-u)“X fucked Y inside for you”, with

mik

c

i “all around” (variant ofmuk

c

i “krugom”, cf. K IPŠIDZE, 280 / 283), which would

fit quite well with Evliya’s notation. The problem of the “pleonastic” objective marker

persists like this, however.

dilerim ˙haq seni ˙taş eylesin o ˙glan ˙sıġır Æ
G
∏
G
+ xÎ¯zZ „±æ>Z j£

G
% Â¿# ›≈ wÆæ>d

“I wish God would turn you to stone, boy steer”šeni tcawi nacw(l)ad
˘
hat

c

ma kcwa ...(?)

4ani bi$o, {uat ma'uafu, bi$o %Xou ? t

c

ani bič

c

o, kuatc ma

c

uapcu, bič

c

o č

c

xou

táni yawo(?) biçowo ˙hatmáġáfá biçowo c[u]xu? ¬
H
™
H
D ‰

G
π
G
¯ ‰

G
ø
M
°£
G
≈
H
z
H
¬´
G
† z
H
z£
G
> Â

G
¿
G
°

This sentence was regarded as Georgian by BLEICHSTEINER, but his interpretation, which

was obviously invoked by ˙hatma identified with the Georgian ergativexat

c

-ma

“the icon”, is quite improbable, at least because of the rendering ofkcva “stone” by ġfa
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and because of the readingnac(w)lad“instead of” for “baǐwad”, which turns out to be

the vocative bič

c

o “oh boy”, spelt as HzH¬´
G
† by Evliya. Although this vocative is

Georgian, the whole sentence may be Megrelian as was the case withmamav “oh

father” above; but it remains hard to analyze even so. Starting from Evliya’s translation

(note that we haveeylesin,not etsünas in DANKOFF’s “Glossary”, 122), again, we may

presume in‰Gπ
G
¯ ‰ø

M
°£
G
≈ a combination of the word for stone, beingkcua in Megrelian as

in Georgian, in the adverbial case (ending-tc with a vocalic stem), and the verbal form

ma

c

uapcu < *maq

c

uapcu, meaning “he/she/it will be as a stone for me” (for the adverb-

ial case, cp. German “er wirdzu Stein werden”). The second person singular would

be ma

c

uapcu-kc “you will be for me” (for the verbal forms, cf. KIPŠIDZE’s grammar,

099). The third person would be right if the first word ist

c

ani “the body”, which has

no equivalent in Evliya’s translation, however. The second word,yawo 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 representstcini, which means “right,

righteous” in Megrelian and which could be a literal equivalent of Evliya’s˙haq. It is not

certain even that we are right in readingÂ
G
¿
G
° táni, because there seems to be a second

\ <t〉 instead of ax 〈n〉 rather. DŽIKIA ’s transcript of his manuscript hasÁ•$ šati,

even (125, l. 2 from below). — “I’d beg” would bepctcxia, “to wish” would be-ndom-

or -nat

c

r- in Megrelian, none of which seems to lie behind Evliya’s notation. — The last

two words, clearly representingbič

c

o “oh, boy” and čxou “cow”, again, seem rather to

belong to the following phrase, as DŽIKIA ’s notation supposes (117: 45-46).

seni kesem ‚±¸ Á¿# “I’ll cut you (?)” /

va (n)giXodi va (n)gixodi wángi xodi? {d
H
¬  Â

G
º"
G
z

This sentence was omitted in BLEICHSTEINER’s treatise. DŽIKIA added the preceding

two words as well as the followinga#|vadri ay̌ġvardi (?) but he did not give an

interpretation of the whole phrase, translating only “parenh, byk teb{ ..”, “boy, a bull

.. you”. There is a difference, however, in his reading because his second word is not

čxou “cow” but Xo#i xoy̌i “bull” for which see above; this reading can now be ex-

cluded, the autograph showing a clearH
¬™
H
D to be read asc[u]xu. As for the following

words, we may look for a verbal form of the root-xod-, again, as in the last but one

sentence. We would come very near to Evliya’s spelling if we could presumeva gixodi

which would give the whole sentence a meaning of “boy, I did not fuck (your cow)”,

gi- being the objective-possessive marker “for, to you”, again, andva being the regular

negation particle. Evliya’s-n- 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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KIPŠIDZE’s grammar (07: § 3f) but which I have not noted in a verbal complex like this,

so far. Note that thekasra must belong to thet 〈k〉, not to the x 〈n〉, if my

solution is right. — A different analysis could interpret the first word as the verbneba“to

damage” in the first person singular present,von ekc, meaning “I (will) damage” (cf.

KIPŠIDZE, 285, s.v. 2.n). As this verb is intransitive in Megrelian (a so-called relative

passive), we should expect an indirect object in the dative, which would bečxousfor

“the cow”. This interpretation would leavexudi 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 eşegimi domuzumı sikdi o ˙glan xÎ¯zZ {¨º# Â*g¬
H
*z
H
d Âøº$Z Ææ>¨º#

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

ete}y (mi)Xodi gyryni e??|e#i ete}y vXoda bi$o ??

etceš e(mi)xodi g er eni, e ?? ġey̌i et

c

eš evxoda, bič

c

o

açġıwadi[ri] gırın(i) ye ġäç(i) *açġıwad bico ¬
H
®
G
†
M
fZ
G
¬
G
∏
G
ÀÚ

M
c£
G
¯ ‰

G
>
M
x
G
Æ
G
¸ {

G
f
G
dZ
G
¬
G
∏
M
ÀÚ

This sentence was omitted in BLEICHSTEINER’s treatise too. DŽIKIA attributed the first

word to the preceding sentence; his interpretation was limited again: “osel ili svinh{
... parenh”, “a donkey or a pig ... boy” (117: 47). This rulesgirin = g er en(i) “don-

key”, ġaç = ġey̌(i) “pig” and bič

c

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 root-xod-, once more. This may be concealed

behind the spellingsdZG¬
G
¯ and fZ

G
¬
G
¯ (if Evliya confused d 〈d〉 and f 〈r〉 here), but

the difference as against the usual spellingd¬
H
  deserves an explanation anyway, all the

more since the remaining elements such as the ending-ri , the doubleaç- and the

conjunctionalye are far from being clear either. My proposal is thataç- renders a

colloquial form of the coordinate conjunctionetceši/ e... etceši/ emeaning “wie ... so

...”, “tak ... kak ...”, and thatye represents an elemente- meaning “thus”. The whole

sentence could mean “In the way you fucked (my) donkey, in this way I shall fuck

(your) pig, boy”, if the first verbal form were an aoristxodi “you fucked” or mixodi

“you fucked for me” and the second were an optativevxoda“I shall fuck” or gixoda “I

shall fuck for you”. “They fucked for me” would bemixodes, and “he fucked for me”,

mixodu/ e. — Several different solutions are possible; for example,aç- could represent the

preverb a~o/y− ac

c

o/ e- meaning “forward” (“vperedi, proqh”: K IPŠIDZE, Grammar,

0118), and the verb in question could be-xvad- “to meet” which, in comparison with

Georgian-xvedr-, may well have had a root final-r- earlier (*-xvadr-), matching with
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Evliya’s notation.

gel adam ya˙t gitme qoyun ekmek yeyelim ‚æ> ‰> flø¸Z
M
x
H
¬√˙ ‰ø•¸ m£> wdÚ ·¸

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

wai čai, donǐira [nu] midaul e, š
˘
huri, k

c

obali oč

c

k

c

omu

vai ~ie ? din#ir mele−va−uly }Xuri {obali o$komi

vai c

c

ie ? diny̌ir, mele-va-ule, šxuri, kcobali oč

c

k

c

omi

way cay dën[e]cir mélawlı [u]š[e]xuri kobal(i) oçqom(i)

w
H
¬∫
M
Àz
H
Z
M
v£†
H
¬¸ {

G
f¬
H
©
G
$Z Â

G
˛
M
z
G
Î
G
* Æ

G
®
G
"
G
d
M
{£
G
À
M
{
G
Zz

According to DŽIKIA (113), Æ®"d is a misspelling forÆ®>d di#ir diy̌ir “lo9ish”. As

the x 〈n〉 is perfectly clear in the autograph, this may rather bediny̌ir , which would

be a second person singular aorist = imperative “lie down” too, although Evliya’s

vocalizations suggest the transitivedony̌ire “lay (sb.) down”. BLEICHSTEINER’s dony̌ira

would be the action noun “lying down”, which he seems to analyze as a complement of

“midaul e” (= melawlı 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

confusedfat ˙ha andsukūn twice.

gel adam o˙tur peynir ekmek yo ˙gurd yeyelim ‚æ> ‰> df
H
¬¯¬

H
> flø¸Z Æ¿√C f¬%zZ wdZ ·¸

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

wai čai, (!!) cwali, kcobali, marc

c

weni oč

c

k

c

omu

vai ~ie (?) doXodi, 'vali, {obali, mar~veni o$kom(i)

wai c

c

ie (?) doxodi,

c

vali, kcobali, marc

c

veni oč

c

k

c

om(i).

way cay dåxodi qoli kopal(i) marcwän(i) oçqom(i) M
w
H
¬∫À

H
zZ xZ

G
¬
M
DÆ

G
*
M
v£
G
C
H
¬¸

G
v¬
H
˙
G
d¬
H
 Z
G
d
M
{£
G
D
M
{Z
G
z

For all words appearing here, see above. The verbal form will represent the second

person singular imperative “eat”, again. Note thatdåxodi “sit down”, which is missing

in BLEICHSTEINER’s treatise, andqoli =

c

vali have a clearly indicated final-i, and that

kobali “bread” is written with a^ 〈p〉 instead of a[ 〈b〉.

dön beri öp beni babaoio başiyçün olsun x¬H±˛Z x¬´√$£† ı¸£†£† Â¿† ^
H
z }Æ† xz

H
d

“Turn this way, kiss me, by your father’s head”
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gadmobrunde / damikoce(!) mama(w), da(h)k

c

ar čongu(r)

gadmobrunde da makoce, mama dag(i)r%eba−o ??

gadmobrunde da mak

c

occe, mama dag(i)rˇcceba-o??

qádmobrundé damáqoçe mama *dagërçepá-( ˙g)o ? H
¬∏Gß
G
ÀÆ

G
¸Z
G
d£
G
*£
G
* ‰
G
À
H
¬˙ ‰

G
*Z
G
d {

G
¨ß"zHÆ

M
†¬
H
*
M
¨
G
˙

As BLEICHSTEINER (102: 47-48) and DŽIKIA (124) correctly stated, this sentence is not

Megrelian but Georgian. BLEICHSTEINER was right in identifying the first verb asgad-

mobrunde“turn this way”. The second part of the sentence, however, can hardly beda-

mikoce,because the verb in question,-k

c

occ- “to kiss”, has an-n- following the root

when it has the preverbda- plus an objective version marker attached to it; the formda-

mi-k

c

occ-n-e would mean “kiss (sc. feet) for me, kiss my (sc. feet) several times”. As

Evliya wrote the second syllable with afat ˙ha plus y 〈h〉, not with a kasra, we should

rather presume the vowel of the superessive version here. As the verb in this version

does not take the preverbda-, this may be the conjunctionda “and” instead as G.

HEWITT suggests. — As for the third formula, DŽIKIA was right that BLEICHSTEINER’s

interpretationmama(w) da(h)k

c

ar čongu(r) “Vater spiel die Zither” is far from being

probable. DŽIKIA ’s own proposal (128) was the Georgian blessingmama dagirˇces, 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 asdagerçepe ˙gu. One solution I see is that we have not an optative (= aorist

subjunctive) here but a future subjunctive which would bedag(i)rčebodesand which

might have been speltMiG
d
H
¬ß
G
ÀÆ

G
˝
G
d in Evliya’s notebook (for the^ 〈p〉 instead of a

[ 〈b〉 cp. the preceding sentence); this subjunctive would fit as well with the given

meaning. The finali 〈s〉 would be missing in this case, anyhow. W. BOEDER (l.c)

proposes to explain this by assuming that the person referred to bymama“father” is

identical with the speaker so that the verbal form could be a first person singular

dagirčebode“ich, dein Vater, möge dir erhalten bleiben” (for such cases, cf. his paper

“Verbal person marking, noun phrase and word order in Georgian”, in: Configuration-

ality, ed. L. MARÁCZ / P. MUYSKEN, Dordrecht 1989, 178). — A second, perhaps more

probable solution, would take the word in question as a third person singular future

dagirčeba “he will be sustained for you”, additionally marked with a suffixal-o 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 final-a of the

verbal form and the-o-marker rendered by-ġ-, cp. Evliya’s writing puroçö̇guli of the

Georgian word for “pomegranate”,broc

c

euli.
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Circassian:

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 DANKOFF’s transcription of the vocalization marks,ë is used for a

fat ˙ha representing a high vowel.

Turkish meaning BLEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) 1 1 z e zy z e zı
G
g

zy z eis the attributive form of the numeral “one” in Adyge and Kabardian. Evliya’s

spelling could also represent the quantitative numeralz| ze “once”, cf. already BLEICH-

STEINER(119: 3), but the vocalization of this and most of the following entries speaks in

favour of the cardinal number.

(iki) 2 2 t

c

u, t

cvu tIu t

c

° e t[u]qu H
r
H
¬°

Evliya’s spelling obviously represents an earlier or dialectal variant of today’s Adyge

and Kabardian standard forms; cp., e.g., A.K. ŠAGIROV, Ėtimologičeskij slovar’

adygskix (čerkesskix) jazykov, [II]:P-I, Moskva 1977, 86 f. who notestIk&Iûy, i.e.

t

c

q

c

w e, as the form of the Xakuˇca-dialect. Cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (119: 2), who

quotes E(RCKERT’s) Abadzex and Šapsu˙g-forms. There seems a second˙damma-mark of

u-vocalization as expected by the authentic forms to be present above theq letter. —
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“Twice” would be tIo / tIeu, i.e. t

c

we / t

c

ew.

(üç) 3 3 ś e <y š ˜ e sı Â#

“Three times” would be<| s’e.

(dört) 4 4 pcl

c e plIy pc√

c e p[ı]lı[h] ‰
G
æ
G
C

“Four times” would beplI| pc√

c

e.

(beş) 5 5 t

c

fu tfy / txuy tcf e/ tcx° e t[u]ffe (?) ‰
NG
˘
H
¬°

Here, Evliya’s material is clearly recognizable as Adyge (West-Circassian), not Kabard-

ian, because of the regular correspondance between Adygef and Kabardianx°. — “Five

times” would betf| / txu| tcfe / tcx°e, which could be indicated by Evliya’s-e (fat ˙ha

plus final h) if this is intended.

(altı) 6 6
˘
h e xy x e şı MÂ

G
$

As BLEICHSTEINER pointed out, “
˘
h erinnert stark anš”. He possibly thought of the

characteristic sibilant of the Pashto language in Afghanistan, which is something

betweenÿ and x, too, and which is sometimes spelt as-(k)kh- as in the name of the

language itself (Pakkhto). — “Six times” would bex| xe.

(yedi) 7 7 bl e bly bl e b[ı]lı Â
G
æ
G
†

“Seven times” would bebl| ble.

(sekiz) 8 8 i, j e i y e yı Â
G
>

“Eight times” should beye in both written languages but the form is not contained in the

dictionaries.

(doquz) 9 9 bḡu bg&u / bg&uy bġ° e b[u] ġu ¬
H
¯¬
H
†

“Nine times” would bebg&o / bg&u| bġ°e which, again, seems to be excluded by

Evliya’s spelling using ˙dammas only.

(on) 10 10 p

c

ś

c e pwIy / p<Iy pcš

c e/ pcš ˜ 

c e p[ı]sı Â
G
±
G
C

“Ten times” would bepwI| pcš

c

e / p<I| pcš ˜ 

c

e. Possibly, Evliya’si 〈s〉 is a mis-

spelling for j 〈š〉. The Turkish equivalent is clearly the numeral10 “10”, not 20 “20”

as in DANKOFF’s treatise, the horizontal stroke not belonging to the first digit but to the

Circassian word above as akasra. — BLEICHSTEINER discusses the wordsÂø#Z ‰
N
æ˛Z allāh

ismi “der Name Gottes” following after this entry with no Circassian equivalent and

states that “God” should be something liketch̄a. Possibly, Evliya meant the wordp<y
pcš ˜ e“kn{zh” here, which surely, notably in the expressiontabyu-ua-p<i “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. ABAEV, Istoriko-ėtimologičeskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka, 3,

1979, 219: tabuafsi. Compare Russianspasi-bo[g]). 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 Circassianth̄e or the like betweenpısı andallāh ismi.

ekmek flø¸Z “bread” č

c

ak

c

o kIak&u / <Iakx&u| č ˜ 

c

aq° e/ š ˜ 

c

aqc°e çaqu H
¬˙£
G
À

Today’s usual word for “bread” in Adyge isxhalyg&u h̄al eġ° e.

˙su ¬+ “water” pcs e psy pcs e p[ı]sı ‘
G
CÂ

et \Z “meat” l e i-l ? y-l ? i-l ? e-l ? il[l] ? ıl[l] ? N
v
G
Z

If Evliya really wrote N
v
G
Z = ill here (the reading is not sure), this must be a possessive

form of the word for “meat”, the stem of which is simplyly l ein the written lan-

guages. This could bei-l il or y-l el, 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-alienabley-l el. The spelling withtašdı̄ded l is note-

worthy, but cf. the third and fourth entry to follow.

peynir Æ¿√C “cheese” qco(j) k&uae / kx&ue/i q°aje / qc°e:j qoye ‰>
H
¬˙

xinzı̄r Æ>
G
∞¿
G
  “pig” qco k&o / kx&u| q°e / qc°e qo H

r

qoyun x¬√˙ “sheep” mel m|l mel mel[l] ·
G
*

keçi NÂ´¸ “goat” pcčen pq|ny / b9|n pč ˜ cen e/ bžen p[i]çen[n] N
„
G
´
G
C

The spelling with-nn reminds one of the doublel in the preceding words.

quzu zg¬˙ “lamb” ś ene w&yn| / <yn| ŝ ene / š ˜ ene sıne ‰
G
¿
G
#

at \Ú “horse” š e wy š e šı[y] MÂ
G
$

eşek ı$Z “donkey” š ed e <ydy / wyd š ˜ ed e/ š ed şıdı {
G
¨
G
$

qā ˙tır Æ%£˙ “mule” kad er ? k&ydyr-x| ? q ed er-xe ? qadır-ġe G
‰¯
M
f
G
d£
G
˙

The -ġe, whose meaning was “unerfindlich” to BLEICHSTEINER, could be the plural

morpheme-xe. As for the word-final vocalism, there is no difference in marking as

against, e.g.,sıne“lamb”, the -e being written withfat ˙ha plus y 〈h〉 in both cases. The

first vowel in the word is clearly indicated as ana by fat ˙ha plus Z alif, so that this

might represent an older form of the word, viz.qad er, still closer to Turkishqa ˙tır

which is assumed to be its original; cp. J. v. KLAPROTH’s “Kaukasische Sprachen”,

237, who noteskadir as a “Tat[ar]” loanword for Circassian.
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küçük domuz t¬
H
À¬
H
¸
M
g¬
H
wz
H
d “piglet” qcolou l|u lew lew M

¬
G
˛

The form is not “verstümmelt” as BLEICHSTEINER meant (120: 23). Both the Adyge-

Russian dictionary (Adygabz|m iz|x|f gu<yIal& / Tolkovyj slovar’ adygejskogo

jazyka, Majkop 1960, 390) and the Kabardian-Russian dictionary (Kabardinsko-russkij

slovar’ / K&|b|rde/i-Urys slovarh, Moskva 1957, 245) contain a wordl|u with the

meaning “svinh{, porosenok”, the Kabardian form being marked as obsolete

(“ust.”). BLEICHSTEINER’s Kabardianqcolou, which he obviously owed to L. LOPA-

TINSKIJ’s Russko-kabardinskij slovar’ (Tiflis 1890, 123:"koloy), is likely to be a com-

poundk&o-l|u q°e-lew“pig-piglet”, cp. qo above.

bir ˙tacāmdir kim aoa abazalarşilxirçi dirler Æ˛
M
f
G
d ÂÀÆ

G
©
M
æ
G
$ Æ˛g£†Z ‰

G
¸Ú ‚¸ f¨*£∑

G
% Æ

G
†

“a food which the Abkhazians callşilxirci” ḡomil

g&omyl / g&u|myl| ġ°em el / ġ°em ele ġomıl ·
G
*¬
H
¯

Adyg. g&omyl g°em el is “pi<a, prodovolhstvie” in general as well as “doro9na{
pi<a” in particular (Tolkovyj slovar’, 71). Kabardiang&u|mil| ġ°em ele is “provia-

nt” according to the Russian-Kabardian dictionary (Russko-kabardinsko-ˇcerkesskij

slovar’ /Urys-k&|b|rde/i-w|rd9|s slovarh, Moskva 1955, 636; the form is missing

in the Kabardian-Russian dictionary).

(edepde) qı˙sraq filān edeyim wf y¨>Z xÎ
G
˘ rGÆ≥

G
˙ y¨CdZ “(begging pardon) I’ll fuck the mare”

š ebz e-š
˘
ha juwakaḡ ? wybzy / wybz .. ? š ebz e/ š ebz ..

şıbzı çıxa yuwaka ˙g M
p£
G
¸Z
G
z¬
H
> £©

G
À {

G
∞§
G
$

Except for the word for “mare”,w&ybzy š ebz e/ wybz š ebz, no part of this entry can

be verified in the published dictionaries. BLEICHSTEINER’s proposal that “ç
˘
ha” has to be

identified with w&x&| š ˜ xe / <xh| š ˜ h̄e “head” is not convincing. His assumption

that the verbal prefixes point to a second person agent and that the ending-ġ marks a

preterite form is right, however. Note that the secondalif in yuwaka ˙g is very faint.

yoġurd df¬
H
¯¬
H
> “yoghurt” š’e-ḡep

c

čaḡ(e) (DEETERS) <|g&|pcIag& / w| pcIa

š ˜ e-ġepc

c

aġ / še pc

c

a şeġebça ˙g M
p£
G
À MÃ

G
∏
G
$

From the Adyge and Kabardian forms given here (taken from the Russian-Adyge dictio-

nary, Russko-adygejskij slovar’ /Urys-adyge gu<yIal&, Moskva 1960, and the

Russian-Kabardian dictionary, s.v.prostokvawa) it is clearly the first one which is

represented by Evliya’s spelling. As against his own guesses, BLEICHSTEINER quoted

D(EETERS) for the right analysis: The form has to be divided intoš ˜ e “milk” and
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ġepcc

c

aġ as the participle form of a verb. The verb in question means “to let sth.

become sour” and is given in the preterite form asy-g&|pcIag& e-ġepcc

c

aġ in the

Adyge-Russian dictionary (92); so what we have here is the preterite participle, not the

present participle as with BLEICHSTEINER. The Kabardian form contains the same verb,

albeit not in the causative (with Adyge prefixg&|- ġe-) 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 v£† “honey” šowu w&ou / fo ŝ°ew / fo şo[w]u[w] M
z
H
z¬
G
$

Note the regular sound correspondance between Adygew&u ŝ° and Kabardianf f.

Evliya’s form is clearly recognizable as a West Circassian once again.

getir Æ
G
•
G
¸ “bring” (k

c

o) k&a ? qa ? qá ‰
G
˙

The Adyge Tolkovyj slovar’ (271) givesk&a qa not only as a verbal prefix meaning

“hither” (s}da) but also as a separate word meaning “give!” (da/i) which might be

identical with the prefix, cp. German “her (damit)!”. The explicit form for “bring!”

would be k&ys|t q esetc (lit. “bring-to-me”), used as an equivalent of2k&a in the

dictionary. BLEICHSTEINER erroneously thinks of the verb “to go” (confusing Turkish

getir andgider).

nerede idio M
t¨>Z yd yÆ" “where were you?” tc ede u-śicaḡ

tyde u<yIag&-a / d|n| u<yIa<-a tc ede w e-š ˜ ec

a-ġ-a / dene we-š ˜ ec

a-š ˜ -a

tëd(e) uş(ı)áqá(?) GÂ∫$z
H
¨
G
°

In comparison with the following item, the verbal form present here seems to be

vocalized in the way that there is a final-a which can easily be explained as the inter-

rogative marker-a used in the literary Adyge language; cf. e.g.G.V. ROGAVA / Z.I. KI\-

R\?\ (KERAŠEVA), Adygabz|m igrammatik / Grammatika adygejskogo jazyka, Kras-

nodar/Majkop 1966, 354 with examples such as ..tyde k&|kIyg&-a t ede qe-k

c eġ-a

“where did it (the snow) arise from” showing that this particle is even used in connec-

tion with interrogative pronouns such astyd| “where”. In the verbal form noted by

Evliya, this would leave theq as a reflex of the verbal ending -g& -ġ to be expected in

the preterite. As against today’s form of the verb “to be, to live”, Adyge<yI|n š ˜ ec

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, theq could substitute the radical

c

although some scholars think that the glottal stop here reflects an olderk&I, i.e. q

c

; cp.

ŠAGIROV’s etymological dictionary, where dialectal forms are discussed too (2, 150).
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In Evliya’s notation, the consonant of the verbal prefix -<y- -š ˜ - seems to be indicated

by i 〈s〉 plus fat ˙ha rather than byj 〈š〉 without vocalization.

evde idim w¨>Z ydzZ “I was at home” t-un se-sicaḡ

tiun| sy<yIag& / diun| sy<yIa< tci-une s e-š ˜ ec

a-ġ / di-une se-š ˜ ec

a-š ˜ 

tiwne sış(ı)áq[ı] Â∫G# Â
G
±
G
"¬
G
°

As against BLEICHSTEINER, the correct form for “our house” is nottc-une but tiune
tci-une, here clearly indicated by akasra below the \ 〈t〉, because a house is an

alienable possession. BLEICHSTEINER was right, however, in assuming that-sı (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 withq, cf. the preceding item as well as

the following one. The final vowel mark could indicate the remainder of a former-e in

the preterite suffix yielding -g&, i.e. -ġ < *-ġe, as it is generally assumed in Adyge

grammar, cf. ROGAVA / KERAŠEVA, 181. By the way, we should expect the oblique

case,tiun|m tciune-m,for “ in our house”, but them seems to be missing.

(edepde) e¸sek filān etdim (domuz) g¬
H
*z
H
d w¨°Z xÎ

G
˘ fl$Z y¨CdZ

“(begging pardon) I fucked the donkey (pig)” š ed s e-pcic

c

- eḡ wydy sypI|syg&

š ed es e-p

c

es e-ġ şıdı spesıq[o] H
›√±C Mi

G
¨
G
$

As wydy š ed e“donkey” is clear, the final-s of şıdısshould be regarded as the verbal

prefix belonging to the following verbal form, cf. already BLEICHSTEINER (121: 31).

The verb itself, given aspcic

c

by BLEICHSTEINER after TRUBETZKOY, cannot be verified

in the published dictionaries. Starting from Evliya’s spelling, we could think ofpys-yn
pc es- en “to sit (upon)” or p|s-yn pces- en “to sit (before)”, both being used in a meta-

phorical way; cp. German “besteigen”. According to G. HEWITT (letters dated 11.9. /

15.9.91), the actual verb isp

c

es| en, however. The form in question then must besy-

pI|si-g&(|) s e-p

c

es eġ(e). Compare the fifth entry to follow, too. For the preterite

suffix, cp. the preceding items; the vocalization mark seems to be a˙damma,here. —

Note that Evliya adds the worddomuz“pig” after his Turkish sentence; R. DANKOFF

(letter dated 3.7.91) proposes that Evliya understood the final-qo as the word for “pig”.

BLEICHSTEINER’s explanation that thisdomuzrepresents the comment of a scribe cannot

be maintained anymore.

xoş geldio M
t¨æ¸ j¬

H
  “welcome” šv e-f e-sapc-ś e

wIuf|sap<i (?) š°

c e-fes-a-pš ˜ ey ? şüfaşap[i]s(i) ? M‘
G
C£
G
$£
G
˘¬
H
$
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For this entry, BLEICHSTEINER quoted TRUBETZKOY according to whom this is a

complexšv e-f e-sapc-ś emeaning “euch sei gutes Glück” and containing the second person

plural markeršv e, i.e. Adygew&u- ŝ° e- (as against Kabardianfy- f e-). 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 wordf|sap<i fesapcš ˜ i

given in the dictionaries withprivetstvie “greeting” as its Russian equivalent (cf. the
Tolkovyj slovar’, 596); theAdyg|-urys gu<yIal& / Adygejsko-russkij slovar’ by
$.A. W#AUK#O (ŠAOV, Majkop 1975) translates it even with “dobro po9alovath”,
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 prefix as TRUBETZKOY proposed.
I don’t see that it can mean something like “gutes Glück” as it is, which would be

nasypywIu nas epc eš°

c einstead (given with the meaning “sqastlivy/i” in the Tol-

kovyj slovar’, 420). This consists of the word for “luck”,nasyp nas epc, which is

hardly anything else but Arabicna ˙sı̄b “portion, (good) fortune”, and the postponed

adjectivewIu š°

c e“good”. Forf|sap<i, we have to compare a second word meaning

“privet, privetstvie” instead, namelywIuf|s š°

c efes (to this word, my attention

was drawn by W. BOEDER [letter dated 17.9.91]; it is mentioned e.g. in the Tolkovyj

slovar’, 663). This is clearly a compound consisting ofwIu “good” and an elementfes

identical with the first part off|sap<i. Although fes is not attested as a single word

anywhere — Adygef|s meaning “fez” excludes itself, of course — we can suppose that
it is a substantive;f|sap<i may then represent a syntagma comparable to the ex-
pressiontabyu-ua-p<i “mercy, o Lord” as mentioned above. I 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 I propose that Evliya’şsüfaşapıs represents a wordwIuf|sap<i instead,

containing not the simplexfesbut the compoundwIuf|s. As for Evliya’s entry, it is not

clear whether he intended to write the last syllable asM‘
G
C -pis or asÁ

G
±
M
C -psi(y).

gidelim ‚˛ y¨√¸ “let’s go” tc ek

c

on tykIon tc e-k

c

°e-n t[u]qon M
x
H
¬˙
H
¬°

BLEICHSTEINER was right in positingtc ek

c

on as the first person plural of the second

future of the root -kIo- -k

c

°e- “to go”. There is but a minor problem in Evliya’s spelling

of the first syllable where a-u-vowel is clearly indicated by ˙dammaplus z <w〉. As

no preverb-u- seems to exist in Circassian, this must be due to some kind of sporadic

“umlaut” caused by the following-k

c

o-; such “anticipations” of labial vowels are often

present in Evliya’s notations.
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gitmem ‚ø•¸ “I won’t go” s e-k

c

on-epc sykIon|p s e-k

c

°e-ne-pc sıqonep Mœ
G
"
H
¬˙ Â

G
#

(edepde) e¸sek filān ediciÂ
G
®>
G
d
G
Z
x

Î˘ fl
G
$
G
Z y¨Cd

G
Z “(begging pardon) one who fucks donkeys”

š ed-č’e pcic

c

e wydy zy-pI|sy ? š ed ez e-p

c

es e? şıdı s(ı)-pesı? Â
G
±
G
C Mi

G
¨
G
$

As against BLEICHSTEINER, the final -s of şıdıs is 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 verbp

c

es en as G. HEWITT con-
firms (letter dated 11.9.91).š ed e“donkey” has no plural marker so that a translation
“one who fucks a donkey” would fit better for the Circassian sentence.

puşt Õ$¬C “catamite” ḡuaśā ? ?? ?? waşt ? Õ
M
$Z
G
z

BLEICHSTEINER’s proposal to think of a word for “whore” is not convincing, all the
more since for hisḡuaśā, better g°aš ˜ e (gua<|), only positive meanings such as
“kn{9na, svekrovh, supruga” are given in the dictionaries.

edebde v¯alideoi fil ān edeyim ‚> y
G
¨>Z xÎ˘ Â¸¨˛Zz y¨†

G
d
G
Z

“(begging pardon) I’ll fuck your mother”u-jane gudes e-wak u{n| (?) gudy (?) s|- (?)

w e-jane gudes-e- (?) uyane gudı sewék(?) t
G
¬G# {

G
¨
H
¸ ‰

G
"£
G
>z
H
Z

uyaneis not the usual form of “your mother” in Adyge today; cp. the Tolkovyj slovar’
which givesny n efor “mother” (422), leading toun un for “your mother”. But the
same dictionary has{n yan for “his mother” (678), too, which might have beenyane
earlier; cp. Kabardianan| ane “mother” (Kabardian-Russian dictionary, 18). Maybe
uyanereflects this form marked with the second person possessive prefix additionally.
As for gud e“cunnus” cf. TRUBETZKOY apud BLEICHSTEINER (123: 37); the form
cannot be verified in today’s printed sources but appears in KLAPROTH’s “Kaukasische
Sprachen” (236) in the formgut. sewékmay represent the same verb asyuwaka ˙g above,
but with a first person singular agent prefix (s- / sı-) and in the present, not in the
preterite. In this case, Evliya’s spelling with akasra instead of afat ˙ha in the root
remains noteworthy.

senden qorqarmıyım niçin söylemem M‚
G
* ‰æ

M
>¬H# „

G
´" ‚√*f£

G
˙
M
f
H
¬˙

x

¨
M
¿#

“Should I fear you? Why shouldn’t I say?” (u-)ś ˙ha s-šena, s ed k

c esm ecva

w&uf|s<yna, syd f|smyk&Iuag&? (?) ŝ° e-fe-s-š ˜ en-a, s ed fe-s-me-q

c

°a-ġ? (?)

şüfaçınaşıd fesmuqa ˙g (?) M
p£
G
∫
H
øM±
G
˘
M
¨
G
$ £

G
¿
G
À£
G
π
H
$

BLEICHSTEINER was probably right in analyzingçına as s-š ena, i.e. s-<yna s-š ˜ ena
meaning “do I fear” in a question. The first word, now to be read asşüfa instead of
šḡa, cannot bésh̄a “head” but is rather the “versional” prefixf| fe combined with the
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marker of a second person plural,w&u- ŝ° e-, thus meaning “for you” or, in the given
context, “from you”.şid must besyd s ed “what”, the ş- being due to a (perseverating?)
misspelling rather than a dialectal variant, cp. Kabardiansyt, s et, too. The final
verbal form is not completely clear. As for the root, this seems to be a variant of
Adyge -Io- -

c

°e- “to speak”, namely a form like Xakuˇca k&Iŷ|n q

c

°en given in ŠAGI-
ROV’s etymological dictionary (2, 159). This would yield us -smuqa ˙g as a preterite form
-s-m e-q

c

°a-ġ “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
I speak it for”; but DEETERS (apud BLEICHSTEINER, 38) was right in expecting a
participle construction likear s eda z ef esm ekcven er for today, to be paraphrased as “what
(is it) that I 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 avradıoı fil ān edeyim ‚
G
> y
G
¨>Z x

G
Î˘ Â

G
º>
G
dZ
G
f
M
z
G
Z y¨C

G
d
G
Z

“(begging pardon) I’ll fuck your wife” u-šv ez s e-pcic

c

uw&uz s|pI|s ?

w e-ŝ° ez s-e-p

c

es? (w)uşız sepés? M‘
G
C ‰G#

M
∞
G
$z
H
z

Note thatu-w&uz w e-ŝ° ez “your wife” has the marker of inalienable possession. For the
verb which seems to be in the present tense here, see above; for thekasrawritten below
the^ 〈p〉, cp. sewékabove.

niçün böyle yava söylersin xırsız ∞
G
#Æ

G
  „

G
#Æ

G
æ
M
>¬H# y

G
z£
G
> ‰æ

M
>¬
H
† x¬´"

“Why are you swearing like this, thief?” s eda p

ccva tceḡu syda f|ok&Iua (?) tyg&u

s ed-a fe-we-q

c

°-a (?) tc eġ° e sıda fewqa të ˙gu H
¬∏
G
°£
G
˙
M
¬
G
˘ Z
G
¨
G
#

syda s eda is a variant ofsyd s ed “what” as above, enlarged with the interrogational
-a. For fe-we-q

c

°-a cp. fesmuqa ˙g, 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 uncomposedtyg&u tc eġ° e,
the dictionaries give the meaning “vorovstvo”, not “vor”; but ŠAGIROV in his etymo-
logical dictionary seems to consider “vor” as the original meaning. Maybe, this was
still preserved in Evliya’s time.

cadı köpek eti ye‰G> Â
G
°
G
Z ıC¬

H
¸ {d£

G
D “Witch, eat dog meat” ude ˙hel š

˘
h e

udy, xh|l(y) wxy ? w ed e, h̄e-l( e) šx e? udë xél (l)ëş ? M
’
G
˛
M
·
G
≈ y

G
d
H
zZ

While udy w ed e“witch” and xh|l h̄e-l( e) “dog meat” are clear, the verbal form should
be wxy šx e“eat”, possibly written aşs 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 xh|l, e.g. in a formh̄el( e)šx( e) where the medial vowel could be the remnant of
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the original final vowel ofly l e“meat” normally lost in composition. But cp. the
following entry:

köpek etin sen yersin baoa ye dersin „
G
#f
G
d ‰

G
> £
G
º† „#Æ> „G# „°

G
Z ıC¬¸

“You eat the dog meat, you tell me to eat” o ˙hel uš
˘
h e, s ed se o k

c esucva

o xh|l owxy (?), syd s|ugu<yIag&a (?) we h̄e-l w-e-šxe, s ed se-w-g°eš ˜ ec

a-ġ-a (?)

we xel we¸s sëd[ı] s(e) wu ˙g(u)ş(a)xa(?) £
G
™M±¯

G
z Mi

G
¨G#

M
j
G
z
M
·
G
≈
G
z

The initial Gz we is the second person singular pronoun,o = we, and has to be separated
from xel = h̄el “dog meat” for which compare the last entry.weş must represent a
verbal form meaning “you eat” in the present for which we should expectowxy w-e-šxe

“you are eating (it)”; as for the spelling of the root -wx- -šx-, cp. the last entry. The
rest of the sentence is more problematical. Ifsed- represents the interrogative pronoun
syd(a) s ed(a) once again, as BLEICHSTEINER assumed, the following-s 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 would besyd s|ugu<yIag&-a
s ed se-w-g°eš ˜ ec

a-ġ-a, i.e. “what (or: why) did you say (that) to me?” If this is correct,
there are some different readings necessary: thekasra should not belong to the-d- but
to the-s, whereas the-d- should have asukūn, not thes. The vowel sign above thewāw
in the second word should not be afat ˙ha but a ˙damma, giving it the sound of(w)u-, and
the -s- with sukūn (Mi) should be a-š- (j). The finalxa seems to represent the preterite
marker, -g& -ġ, plus the interrogative particle-a again. BLEICHSTEINER thinks of the
other word for “speaking”, -Io-, which we had infesmuqa ˙g and fewqa,above, but this
leaves at least the-ġs- unexplained.

niçün baoa puşt dersin „
G
#f
G
d Õ#

H
¬C £

G
º†

x

¬´√" “Why do you call me a catamite?”

s ed e-śh̄a k

c

usacva syd ??k&ys|ok&Iua? (?) s ed ??q e-se-w-e-q

c

°a? (?)

sıd usīhh̄ (?) qu ˙sew(u)qa (E) £˙
H
z £
G
≥
H
˙
N
—
G
#
H
Z
M
¨
G
#

As against BLEICHSTEINER, usīhh̄ is not likely to be a reflex ofw&xh| ŝh̄e “head”
because the parallel he had found inşüfa above has to be dismissed. Instead, we have
to look for a word for “catamite” here; can we think of Iusyg&|-

c

° es eġe “raspolo-
9ivwi/is{”? The word final consonants seem to be a ligature-t ˙h- —° rather thantaš-
dı̄ded - ˙h- Na, which does not help. The verb can be -k&Iu|- -q

c

°e- “to say” once again,
as in fesmuqa ˙g and fewqa above, with an additional preverbk&y- q e- “hither”, the
whole verbal complex meaning something like “(why) do you say .. in my direction?”.
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