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The Caucasian language material
in Evliya Celebi’s travel book
A Revision

Jost Gippert

When in 1934, Robert BEICHSTEINER published the Caucasian language specimina
contained in the "travel book" of the 17th century Turkish writer Evliya Cédi¢ was
struck by the amount of reliability he found in Evliya’s notations: "(Die Sprachproben)
sind, von einzelnen MiRverstandnissen abgesehen, und wenn man die falschen Punktierun-
gen und Irrtimer der Kopisten abrechnet, aul3erordentlich gut, ja zuweilen mit einem
gewissen phonetischen Geschick wiedergegeben, was der Auffassungsgabe und dem Eifer
Evliyas ein hohes Zeugnis ausstellt. Man mul3 bedenken, wie schwer das arabische Alpha-
bet, ohne weitere Unterscheidungszeichen, wie sie die islamischen Kaukasusvolker anwen-
den, die verwickelten, oft Gber 70 verschiedene Phoneme umfassenden Lautsysteme
wiederzugeben imstande ist. Wenn trotzdem die Entzifferung der Sprachproben zum
gro3ten Teil geglickt ist, so mul3 man der ungewohnlichen Begabung des tirkischen
Reisenden und Gelehrten schrankenlose Bewunderung zollen" (85).

BLEICHSTEINERS judgment must be seen under the aspect that the material he had
to rely upon was far from being apt for a thorough linguistic analysis: As is widely
accepted today, neither the first edition (by Ahmet/BeT), published in Istanbul between
1896 and 190 nor Joseph von MMMER-PURGSTALL'S translation, which had appeared

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

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

In the following treatise, Evliya’s Caucasian material is arranged in the order he
himself presents it: It starts witAbkhaz (in Evliya’s words:lisan-i ‘acib u ganb-i Abaza
l.e. "the strange and peculiar language of the Abaza"; as is well known, Abkhaz was
Evliya’s mother’'s tongue) andubykh (lisan-i Sadsa-Abaza "language of the Sad;
Abaza"), both appearing in pag. 258b f. of manuscripgdis"304, within the second book
of the Sewhat-rame. Later on in the same book, we find tl&eorgian (Sawsad
Gurcileriniy lisani, "the language of th&awsat=Sav3eti — Georgians") and thkegrelian
(Megrel kavminj lisanlari, "the languages of the Megrel tribe™) specimen, on pag. 320a
and 332b, respectively. Th@ircassian (lisan-i Cerakize-yi namalqa, "language of the
Mamluk-Circassians") specimen is contained in pag. 157b of the manuscigotaB3a08
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 EtovRsP recently who did use
the autograph manuscript (although he seems not to have recognized its actual value). It
will be included here for the sake of completeness only.

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

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

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

tion. 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 "Turki-
cizing" transcription, which is intended as a means of linking the — most often ambiguous
— Arabic notation with what can be assumed as its contents. In the transcription, | make use
of the methodic principles as developed by RNROFF for his "Evliya Celebi Glossary"

of "Unusual, Dialectal and Foreign Words in the Seyahat-name", the preparation of which
gave rise to the present stud§specially the following rules should be kept in mind here:
Arabic alif (1) is transcribed as or &, the mark ofa-vocalization,fatha (*), ase or 4,

Arabic ya (s / ) and the mark of-vocalization,kasra(.), asi or & Arabic waw (,) and

the mark ofu-vocalization,damma(’), aso, u, 0,or U, according to the sounds they are
likely to represent. For some of the languages, additional principles have turned out
necessary; these are explained in the introduction to each treatise. Whenever a single entry
deserves an explicite commentary, this is added immediately after it.

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

No attempts will be made here to deal with a four (half-)verse poem within Evliya’s
material that was formerly regarded as f:afZhe 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; cfARKOFF's glossary (114) for this.

¢ "’oubykh d’ Evliya Celebi", in: Journal Asiatique 266, 1978, 57-6&dRAsI (I.c.) does not deal

explicitly with all entries presented by Evliya.

" The volume, published at the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations of Harvard

University (Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures, e®ibgsi TEKIN & Gonll Alpay TeEkIN, 14:
Turkish sources XIl), has just appeared (1991; the main titel is Turkish: Evliya Celebi liigati. Seyahat-

name’deki Yabanci kelimeler, Mahalliadeler); on pages 121 sq., it contains a short account of Evliya's

Caucasian language materials.

® Cf. e.g. S.SZIKIA, "Evlia Celebi lazebisa da lazuris $esaxebviija Celebi o lazax i lazskom jazyke",
in: Iberiul-kawkasiuri 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:

oIl Polen 6 ASUS 00 @ aS (05 s el oo Lo sit w58 s o Il
dior el il o8 gl el s allS e ol J
seyyhlara bu ginesuumlari daxi bilmekdzimdir kim kenduye sogdukleri fiam olup
ol mahalde herkesléusn-i lfetedlp bir taqrb ile canib-i seemete ¢iqga.

"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 regidn."

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

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

28,1 NN by ioll)
l?u‘bj L};...:r ‘L—_)/ L—JJ l-f" L—’_/ L..J L-: " Ln-ﬂ L\l.n-i LJ __JT
v 1 - 4 AV ~ | v }

SR 2 SR o) NPT LY
e //o.»S' Wy Lat‘r 30 /_;LU'- —'—v‘-.’,/ Nt

’ PN Ly .Y
._.r-"-'é‘l') 1_)/)_;"!0/_;] _.-‘J/_yh_,a.u \J"_’/‘-JJJ/JJi ¢ Lo

wf f‘* D b &l /,-—Jv V*"J‘-Lﬁr e
,ﬁ' IRYPTIK] 3 v.»-’.ylwx'l —-“_:-”W U/b'
PRI cr“‘/“"h’ -‘C")‘-"“Lr:‘}"-"’ f"*ﬂ p"?a’bf’ }
_J-K.LT _.-__,.}-.L..l)'i I/J'IMT o;/)_r' yx) S F) ’/J\ /’_}‘;,Uf.""
‘,4.30\ /N,_ﬁ.»._LLg YWV E YU TS VRN
O] ,.Tu—' _..s:’,-v g,x_w\ ._r’fT//—‘J“’-‘{ b)) -g(‘-ﬂ

ﬂ_r"\')"...-w"“’_JUL /-Mz‘vagu"-‘ J-H)b/:\' ‘_,_,z;-" 3N
....-a){;o-*b oy bt //ym__,w J.TJ,JL,,,/‘-_T

_af.\ urﬁLL 4 Mj_}a_p{ /‘*“-"’7’”):":{4»“

.-

In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are markéddgttalized ones by.
Palatalization is marked b}, labialization by °. Vowel length is marked by :. Word accent

is only indicated, by, where | am sure. Morpheme boundaries are represented by hyphens.
In the "Turkicizing" transcription of Evliya’s notations, necessary additions (mostly of
vocalizations) are given in parentheses, whereas necessary deletions (mostly of prothetic or
epenthetic vowels and the like) are given in square brackets; notations of a vowel in a
position where phonologically asmmay be assumed, are indicated by braces. When other
corrections are necessary, an asterisk is used.

Turkish

(bir)
(iki)
(de)
(dort)
(bes)

meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically
o1 aka aKpI ak’a aql
vy 2 ‘w-ba @ba “@)ba w{l}ba
r 3 h-pa, he-p'a XTha (@)xp"a {i}xpa ?
¥ 4 p$'a-ba mmsba  pPSil)ba b{i}sba
o b5 hw-ba xy6a X°@)b'a xuba

reading

@\

L=

.o

Ls>
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(altr) s 6 f-ba doa fe)b'a f{i}ba Le
(yedi) v 7 bZ’-ba Oxb0a  b@)Z'ba b{i}zba Lo
(sekiz) A 8 a-ba aaba a:b’a ‘aba Le
(doquz) a 9 Z'v-ba K04 z°G)ba i{1}ba LS
(on) » 10 Zva-ba XKoaba Z°aba *ju(a)ba ? Gy

Today’s formsz°ba"9" and Z°aba"10" have the same initial consonant, a labialized
so Evliya’s ; <z> in the latter word must stand for a<z> as in the first one; cp. the
following two entries too. If "10" had the mediah- at his time already, he must have
confuseddammaandfatha additionally; but cp. the following two entries.

(on bir) w11 Zvejza | skoéusa Z%aiza! [aqi zu(a)ba] L,5 &f
(on iki) w12 Zvdwa I xo0a0a Zz°a*al [w{l}ba ju(a)pa]  L,3b;

As against today’s forms, Evliya’'s Abkhaz numerals for "11" and "12" are arranged in
reverse internal order, viz. "one-ten" and "two-ten" instead of "ten-and-one, ten-two"; cf.
already BEICHSTEINER (105: 11). | have no sources that indicate Evliya’s combinations
as possible variants; even Barorsir in the first Abkhaz GrammarEtnografija
Kavkaza |, Tiflis 1887, p. 98) gave only today’s forms. Cp. the Ubykh and Megrelian
numbers too.

gel Js  "come" u-gj yaau w-"a:-i wa’(e)y &5

Evliya’s “aynwritten above theslif seems to be correct, because "to come”,dafi—pa
a:y-ra, contains the sound /a:/, writteraa> today, which is assumed to have developed
by the loss of a voiced intervocalic pharyngal fricative similar to afapn Cp. the
spelling of the numera:'ba "eight" above. Note that the word.l imale "flexion" is
written above the; <y> in this entry which might indicate a higher articulation of the
vowel denoted by th&asra; cp. the first Georgian entry for this. - The form given here
is possibly contained in Evliya’s Megrelian specimen, too, as a borrowing.

git & "go"  u-Ca, u-ca yueu (?) w)-c'a-i (?) ug(€)y(?) =
| don’t see a reason for a in this form (inf. "to go":a—ma—pa a-ca-r'a), unless it be
the "suffix of categoriality" as, more probably, in the following item. The form would
have to be read asce-i or uce-y (yue—u) in this case, th&asraperhaps denoting a
close pronunciation of thee-, which is due to an "umlaut" caused by thatself. A.N.

GENKO (O jazyke Ubyxov; in: Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie Gumanitarnyx
Nauk, 1928, 242) pointed to the Bzyb variamda, i.e. uc *a, with a palatal affricate,
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for Evliya’'s spelling; together with the suffixed, this would yield uc ‘e-i as G.
HEwITT states (letter dated 22.7.91; the grammar of the "Bzybskij dialekt abxazskogo
jazyka" by X.S. BsAZBA, Thilisi 1964, was not available to me so far). Companacin
"don’t go", below. Note that there is sukun above the finals <y>.

otur sby St u-the yreé—um  Wl)-t*a-i  ut(u)wey(?) s

The vocalization mark above the <tu> in this word seems rather to bedammathan

a fatha, Evliya thus probably denoting the labiaf°-. In addition, the wordmale is
noted above the, <y> again; this might indicate the raised pronunciation of the root-
internal -a- (cf. the infinitive a—toa—pa a-t*a-r'a) as-e- due to the following-i which

will be the so-called ¢yddukce kareropmunoctu”, cf. the Grammatika abxazkogo
jazyka, Suxumi 1968, p. 117.

galq & "get up" u-gsl YTBLI w()-gal uqil Js;!
gitme «s "don't go" u-m-<€-an yMIaH  W@E)-m-Ca-n  umgin(?) e}l

Compareuc(é)y above. REICHSTEINER gives an-g- in the "Prohibitiv" instead of the
radical -a-, but the Abkhaz Grammar (118) has the foyam-na-u u-m-ca-n for "ue

xomu" only. Evliya’s -i- is clear, however; possibly, there is an additiokasra below

the z <¢>. So this may rather be a variant as used in the Bzyb dialect again, where a
form ymu ' vra u-m-¢ “a-n is possible according to G.gwiTT (l.c.). - By the way, all
imperative forms so far havermasculine agent indicated.

oglan . Me,0 "boy" arpazba apmmbic  ‘arp’ss arp(1s e

As against Evliya’s notation, which well represents today’s standard fonrm|CB-
STEINERS arp’azbawhich he obviously owed to N. WRR's Abkhaz dictionary (Ab-
xazsko-russkij slovar’, Leningrad 1926, 71: @szrba 'fonomia"), is enlarged with a
suffix -ba otherwise used in building family names, and derived fraga apa "son"
according to the Abkhaz grammar (47)ex&xo (l.c.) points to the Bzyb variangrgas,
i.e. ‘arpas’, once again to cope with Evliyals, <s>.

giderim .45 "l go" s-C-ap crar scap’ s()cab N E

This is a future form, better translated as "I shall go"; cf. alreadgi@&{STEINER (105:
19). Note that Evliya writes it with a final <b> instead of a_ <p>.

‘avret o, "wife" a-phws, a-phvaS ampxeric  apx®as apxw(Ip, — oased

According to my sourcespxaric apx°as means bothzkena" and "sxenmuna". - As
for Evliya's ; <s>, GENKO (l.c.) points to the Bzyb variant again, which ends in a
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palatal-s*; cp. ‘arpas "boy".
gitmem s "l don’t go" $-K've-C-am
ceirbiryam (?) $-g ‘(e)-c-w'a-m(?) sik{i}¢c(w)am(?) Al

In today’s literary Abkhaz, "I don’t go" would berom sg)-c‘o-m in the present or
cuapbeiM S-Ca-ra-min the future, the latter maybe from earlies-€a-m As against these
forms, Evliya’s entry contains an additional elemekit which must be some kind of
infix. BLEICHSTEINER (105: 21) obviously thought ofky- -k™(g)-, meaning "up”, but
the new dictionary Amcya On3imoa axkaap / Slovar’ abxazskogo jazyka, Kkya /
Suxumi 1986, 375) gives the transitive meanirgohsts oTkyma-u." for a—xymapa
only (as well as MRR, 94: "orrousts"). The same holds true farkamapa a-kacar'a
"yrousth" (Axkaap, 304 / MARR, 111). So we should rather presume a feature of the
Bzyb dialect here again, which according to GEWHTT (I.c.) uses an infixed element
-eg ‘- in negated verbal forms. This leadsgeeg’-c *-wa-m for "I'm not going" which
may well lie behind Evliya’s notation. The same element appears in the Abaza language
too, where the corresponding form would &e-re-y-m S-g *-c“a-w-mfor the present
and cei-re-na-pei-M -9 ‘-Ca-rs-m for the first future; cf. ANN. GNKO, Abazinskij
jazyk, Moskva 1955, 160 and K.V.dMTATIDZE, Abazinskij jazyk, in: Jazyki narodov
SSSR, 4, Moskva 1967, 136.

niclin gitmezsi oglan? o¥E ol SusesS 59w "Why don’t you go, boy?"
u-z-m-Co-z-uej arfpzba y3BIMIIO3H [ -3€W APIhbIC
Wo-Z-m-Ca-wa-ay / -zay'arpas uzumcoz[iw]iy arp(8, el G a0875 )

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

ben bilirim pbiy "I know" sara i-z-gr-vejt’
capa M3JIbIPyeuT sara yo-z-dar-wa-yt séra izdirwey(t) 3520 0
According to the meaning (better: "I know'), this must be a finite form which has the
suffix -yt’ today. If Evliya’s spelling is correct, he either didn’t hear the fif@lor it
was not (yet) present; cf. already.BCHSTEINER (106: 23) as well as 8vko, who

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

sen ne bilirsy el L 0 "what do you know?" uara i-u-cbr-va
yapa myneIpya wara yo-w-dar-wa ora yudirva 195253 o)

We should expect one of the interrogative suffixes;ay, -3u -y, -3eu -zay, if this is
really a question; according to GEMITT (I.c.), the normal way of expressing "what do
you know?" would bevar'a yo-w-dar-wa ([1)-z-a-K°a-ws-y, lit. "that which you know,
what is it?".yapa uynpsipya alone would be the non-finite form again ("You knowing
it .." or "[that] what you know .."). Cf. already BEICHSTEINER (106: 24). - Note that the
word imale is written above the first, <r> in this entry again.

canim gdzim $50355 il "my soul my eye" U-xa& Si-p's
?? ?? w{i}xag fissi b Ty

The words in question seem to hexaerr a-xaC’s "face, mouth" anch—mcrer a-p'sa
"soul". wxag,then, could meagxag¢nr W(g)-xac”s "your face", andfissi, y—mcbr W(g)-

p°s, "your soul". This would lead to a reading(1)xa¢ (wi)psl. BLEICHSTEINER who
read uha; ksi (106: 25), presumed-xaz as "fur dich”, lit. "for (-z) your head \{-
X3-)", and 5-p°s, "my soul”, which seems to be more understandable, but it is hard to
believe that Evliya denoted aby » <¢>.

benim bildigim TR "what | know" sara i-z-gr-va
capa u3mbipya sara Ya-z-thr-wa séra izdirva 05395\ 0

The expected form would besnpipya meaning either "(that) what | know" (this form
called "participle" in Abkhaz grammar, "Relativform” by BCHSTEINER) or "l knowing

it .." (called "absolutive"), depending on the word accent; as BVHT states (I.c.), we
will have the former here, which is accentgg-z-cbr-wa. Note that Evliya writes aalif
above the final <h>, surely in order to indicate afa-sound; if he had heard ae, the
form could mean "What do | know?" as a question which wouldilyesipyen yo-z-dar-
wa-y.

baga yeter o SL "(it) suffices me" sara i--zx-ejt, i-s5-zx-ejt
capa MCBI3XEHUT sara yo-$-zxa-yt séra isizge(y)t R

Evliya seems to have noted a so-called "aorist" form here which would have to be
rendered as "it sufficed me". The present wouldugsxout y5-$-zxa-wa-yt today.
There is no need of reading aa- in the ending, if thefatha can represent are-
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standing for the diphthongey-as developed from /-ay-/. If we had to reayht instead,

we could think of the Abaza equivalent of the Abkhaz aorist, endin@iti with verbs

in -a-, but this excluded here because the Abaza present#osmxsanl y@)-S-zra-p’

"it suffices me" (cf. e.g. the Russko-abazinskij slova¥pere-a6aza cioBaps, Moskva
1956, 545 s.vxsatuth) shows that the verb is "statical”" in this language so that we
cannot expect an aorist ending-ti at all.

boyle nicin sdylergi X._L 2 ‘e ki "Why do you talk like this?"ar$ i-z-uha-z-uej
*apuc u3yxa03u / -3eu *arays w-z-w-h°a-wa-zy / -zay(?)

aris izwh[ulwaz[iw]iy & 35055530 oo

A word corresponding to Evliya'siris is not attested in today’s dictionaries, but it
would be the regular adverbial form built frompu arsy “this (here)"”; cf. already MRR,
Dictionary 6 with as || ars fraxs, csxs"”, and BLEICHSTEINER (107: 28). Today’s normal
word for "so" would beac as The verb form rather represents the presetyixoos(e)u
yo-Z-w-h°a-wa-2/y "Why do you say it?" than the aorigByxoazen yo-z5-w-h°a-z2/.y
meaning "Why did you say it?"; for Evliya’s spelling cf. the fourth entry to follow. For
the interrogative suffix see above.

sayiglar misin ... Jlils "are you raving?'j-u-b-va-ma/ j-u-b-va/ j-u-b-va-zii (??)

?? ?? wawbuzwa 5555505
According to B EICHSTEINER "das fragliche Verbum ist sicherls-ra, ‘sehen’™, but this

is a mere guess. G.B#WITT (l.c.) proposes to see a verbal complexay-va-s-ma
(yemBricma) here which would mean "Did you pass beside each other?" literally (from
a-Bc-pa ‘a-\bs-ra"to pass by") and "Are you mad?" metaphorically, but this is still quite
distinct from what Evliya wrote. The actual Abkhaz verb meaning "to rave" would be
amaTtapa a-pata-ra (cf. e.g. theAypsic-Amcyaro 2Koap / Russko-abxazskij slovar’ by
X.S. BGAZBA, Akya / Suxumi 1964, 62 S.\OpenuTs).

ne sdyleyiyorum s, odss « "What am | saying?" I-s-h'a-z-uej

ncxoo3u / -3en ya-s-h°a-wa-ay / -zay isiwaz[iwley & 900 35

This is most probably the present foniexoo3u / -3em ya-s-h°a-wa-2/,y "What do |
say?" as against the aoristxoasu / -3eu yo-s-h°a-2/,y "what did | say?" again; cp. the
second entry to follow.
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ben bilmem ol "I don’t know" sara 9z-thr-am
capa MChI3IbIpyaM sara yo-$-z-thr-wa-m séra isizdir(w)am 302 sl s

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

seny soyledigy Al o8 S "what you say" uara i-u-h'-ua
yapa uyx.oo war'a ya-w-h°a-wa ora yi[u]wa 2595 5305

This seems to be the presanixoo ya-w-h°a-wa"(that) what you are saying" rather
than the aoristiyxea yo-w-h°a "(that) what you said", as Evliya’s spelling with double

s <w> after the- <h> indicates. According to G. BWITT (l.c.), we may have a feature

of the Bzyb dialect here again, where the present form is "contractegs-iw-h°-wa
Having this at hand, we can assume a present form lying behind Evliya’s spellings in the
last but one and last but three sentences too. Note that Evliya writabf aabove the

final . <h> again.

sen bilirsh ol o "you know" uara i-u-cbr-va
yapa uyjasipya war'a yo-w-dar-wa ora yudirwa 053253 033

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 wouldipesip-
yeut Yo-w-dsr-wa-yt’ today; cf. already BEICHSTEINER (107: 33).

amma senp ‘agliy yoqdur s, Slis S B "but you have no senseéxa uara u-g-ovp
axa yapa yxaroym axa wara we-xaga-w-g aga ora ugaxoub a4 o530 &l

While axa axa "but" andyapa wara "you" are clear,ugaxobshould in my opinion
rather be identified withy-xaroym, we-x'aga-w-p, "you are crazy, wicked" (frona-
xara, a-xaga, "cymacmenmui”), than with BLEICHSTEINERS aga .. u-g-ovp"du bist
ein Dummkopf" (108: 34), in spite of the unexpected spelling of #he Note the
combination ofalif and. <h> in ord, again.
allahim ve xalghaqqiygin g 3 4 I:.QIJ\ "for the sake of my God and the people"
anca-g’s a-ovo-g’s a-d-res aHIIParbbl ayaarbbl PHBIC
anc®a-g ‘o awa:-g ‘s rnas anc(wa)gl avagl [i]rnis® sl Koyl Sl

In the form noted here, the formula would mean "by God and men", literailyaa
an'a "God" is perfectly clearawa- fits well with ayaa awa: "men, people" (plural of
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ayaosl awd®s "man, Mensch"; foraa- see above), andsbl .. b1 -g ‘9 .. -¢ 9 is the
conjunction "as well .. as ..". For the rest, this leaveas the marker of a third person
plural possessor (“their"), anehis seems to stand for the word af -nes used in
swearing as noted in MRR’s dictionary (64; the word is kept distinct froarnow = a-
HEIIIb a-N3s ‘' "noxka" and a-wi = a-uelmg a-Nas® "semus” here); cf. also BEICH-
STEINER (108: 35). According to the new dictionary (48Buric a-nas), this is a verb
("akam[ap6a]") meaning kasictees”; it constitutes idioms such askamap pabic az°lar
rmas "by the people!" exactly matching with what Evliya has here. The singkes> in
the final position is a little bit exposed and is possibly intended as a correction for the
 <s>, Evliya thus trying to cope with a palatal pronunciation of-afh as denoted by
MARR's -s. Note thataniea "god" originally was a plurale tantum in Abkhaz, so that the
plural possessive marker- is correct in the following entries too (cf. alreadye ko,
l.c.). - In the Turkish equivalent, we certainly resalq, not maxugati as in DANKOFF'S
treatise (Glossary, 121).

bir sey bilmem vadihi PRUPRE Gw g "l know nothing, by God"
ak’s $5-z-br-om ancings aKThbI CBI3TIBIPYaM, aHIIQa PHBIC
akg ‘s -z-dar-wa-m anca r-nes  a(k)gi sizdir(w)am, ang(w)asi, g =i po2m S

agi obviously representsk-ree1, ak-g’a, meaning "one (thing) even"; famizaeipyam
$-z-dar-wa-m "l cannot know" see above. As for the formudenc(w)arng, cp. the
preceding item; théatha seems to belong to the <¢> (where it should belong) rather
than the, <r>.

incitme bga yaziqdir DAL 4K dasms! "Don’t hurt me, it's a shame"

usuxa s-rachovp YCMBICBIH Xy4bl cpbiuxart (7?)

Wa-S-ma-S-n X * ' sprac’hap (?) u(smisin que(l) sirgab (?) sl 538 )
If usin really stands forycmreiceia, Wo-S-ma-$-n, "Do’nt hit me!”, as G. HWITT
proposes (l.c.), we have to assume that Evliya’'s spellisigpis haplographical; this is
in any case more probable thanHCHSTEINERS usuxa "hilf mir". sirishab obviously
contains aprixa—, a-r'ac’ha- "6emnsira, HecyactHefi", Which in connection with
xyunr, XUC g, "small, little" could mean something like German "ich bin (doch) nur ein
armer Schlucker". With BEICHSTEINER (108: 37), we should expect a present form
ending in-oup’ here; Evliya’s spelling may represent a dialectal variant of the Abaza

type instead, where the present of a static verb with a stera iends in-a-p’. For
Abazapsinxla ragcha "6enusk, aumui” cf. the Abaza-russkij slovar’ A6asa-ypsiis
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axsap by V.B. Tucov, Moskva 1967, 327.
ya ben birsey mi sdyleyiyorum a5 Lo s p b "Am | saying anything?”

sara akre u-sh’-wan capa akwIp yc UCXa0H (?)

sara ak'ar was yw-s-h°a-wa-n (?) séra aqir [aJwis (hwon? el 3 o e
In the way indicated here, the sentence could mean something likapi)(said @c—
x20H) something 4xwip) thus c)"; the latter word, which is proposed by GEWITT
(I.c.), is the better choice as agaimatc a:*’as "aside" which would fit quite well with
Evliya’s spelling. Note that there is neither a marker of interrogation nor one of nega-
tion, cp. B.LEICHSTEINERS 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
bIcXIByH Yo9-S-h°%-w-n.

vallahi abaza garnim acdir i w8 o 0ll el "By God, Abaza, | am hungry"
ancines apsua amla sp’svojf aHIPa—pHBIC, aThCya, AMJIa CHITHCYEUT
anca r-rgs, ‘ap’swa, amla $-p'se)-wa-yf

anc(wa)rns, ap[iJs(wa) amla sips{i}w(e)y(t) G Al 2ol il
For ang(wa)rng, see above. "Abaza" should kercya, ap'swa, which seems to be
defective here if it is not simplapis reflectingamcrr, ap'sa, "soul” (or appeic ‘arpas
"lad" again, as G. BwITT [l.c.] supposes)amia ceipcyeut amla 9-p'se)-wa-yf

means "I am dying (of) hunger", literally; cf. already BCHSTEINER (109: 39).

giderim pasta yerim pr aba pootS "l am going to eat psta”
$Cap p’asta jufvam cuar, macra nygapem / -ma (?)
se)c’ap, pasta iufagsm / -ma(?) s{i}cab, pata yuf(a)rim(a)(?) poo%s abdy Ll

While cman s-Cap’ is clearly the future form "I shall go", the second verbal form,
yufirm, is hardly anything like "(in order) to eat"; the prefin- rather indicates a second
person singular, which would lead to the negatiwebapsim, iufaram, "you will not eat

it", or, more probably, the interrogativaydapsima, iufaroma, "will you eat it?",
although Evliya’s vocalization is not in favour of this solution.EBCHSTEINERS present
form, jufvam "du i3t (keine Pasta)" is less likely. - The following items were not known
to BLEICHSTEINER

tasagim ye o péleb "Eat my testicles" CTBIPTYBI Ky d
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S-r-g°e) Yo-w-f sigirgu  yuf S5 i ke
The word for "testicles"”, which is not present in today’s dictionaries, is given to me as
(a-)p-r-g°@) by G. HEWITT (l.c.); according to him, this is a compound consisting of
(a-)® "penis" (cp. MARR’s dictionary, 89 witha-g "id."), and r-g°, lit. "their heart"
(cp. a-rysr a-g°s in the new dictionary, 169), which implies that the word for "penis"
is "singular for plural” in Abkhaz. In Evliya'sigirgu, we have the compound combined
with a prefix s-, 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.HVITT confirms, becausé-da-pa ‘a-fa-ra"to eat" belongs
to those Abkhaz verbs which in the imperative lose their (unaccented) root vowel.

anayl sikeyim N "Let me fuck your mother" yaH JBICKYBICT
w-an &-s-k”as-t wan disqus G g8 oil

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

with the meaning "coitus" (4&-ksrd). This has to be preferred toxpa a-k-r'a which
means "to hold, to grasp” generally, but which a secondary meaning "coire" is attributed
to in the same dictionary (49). The form in question must be the gmiskyrict do-S-
k*as-t "I fucked your mother" although we have to state a modal and temporal
difference as against Evliya’s Turkish translation like this.
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Ubykh:
28,2 QJL_./TA__-M uL...l
b iy Y g Ust K) U > _rk 2 Gh e |
B \ 1.q1\v_~10\~9r"r'al

J—-*-’;—“L,:.Lwh-—'wwz_a_.r/;_:.u
y 'L-ff‘\/,w\ R GV PO VPO TN <
uﬁ'p-'-:’)’r' i g o)-<— A&‘.‘_’\ _)-Jo..u'; g--.,\ ‘,g_’,
//o,\g\jr‘% g-'/oad‘/.ao,; _//e.w{ x.rait{;:é:)-)b ’/_,L)l J{
s d 9 a3 lens \..:--*-’J ’)Jd_‘-_) _,...:,u.f.{_‘,
ﬁj‘:"/’"{ V') '“"'{ °-’\J{ p—’/ "’*""JEIL“P*'L.".,N _,—-,AC», }
I CHN ,r,-gl Doy _)-Pa_))wb/\ )-‘-—"))_’—l:jy /‘t_. y
;Lf{..-j /,ufu-}f/ —-')-'J/MJ> o-u-r'.’.v

[ . ‘&J; ,_ N

0% »’m -—fe/},/mx ,Gf mmw.\; }

The phonological spelling follows the same principles as with Abkhaz. In addition, apical
sibilants and affricates are marked by a dot above @.gnd pharyngealized consonants
by a stroke above (e.) as in DUMEZzIL’s notation.

Turkish meaning DMEZIL phonolog. reading

(bir) o1 za (za) wa? o5

ProVASI (0.c., 310), expectinga as the normal form of the numeral "one" in Ubykh,
assumes a misspelling with Arabje<w> instead of; <z> as did BEICHSTEINER (111:
1) and, implicitly, DumeziL (59: 1). But note that in the numeral "eleven" toowaw

appears.
(iki) y 2 t'g a tg*a t{ulg(w)a Las

(Ge) v 3 sa sa sa s

In this word, BEEICHSTEINER (111: 3) and MEZzIL (59: 3) had to cope with an internal
k which is not present in the autograph at all; ckRa®AsI (312: 3.) too.

(dort) v 4 P°AB P%*% ph ok
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1,

(bes) .- S0 §'x's [els(u 3
(alt) s 6 f.ong) f'-ore fon REC

According to DUMEZzIL (60: 6) this is the numeral for "six" in the instrumental, not in the
oblique case as IEICHSTEINER proposed (111: 6).

(yedi) v 7 blo blo [1]pli b
(sekiz) A 8 y°a y°a [u]lg(w)a £
(doquz) a9 by'a by ‘a [pa !
(on) » 10 z%5 Z% zu 93
(on bir) w11 (z%-za) €%za) [wazu] 530
(on iki) w12 (z%5-t°g a) (Z%t'g*a) [t{ulg(w)azu] 364

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. G&NKO, O jazyke ubyxov (Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie
Gumanitarnyx Nauk, 1928), 239 BICHSTEINER (111: 11/12), and DmEzIL (60).

ekmek <51 "bread" Ss%ba?s%qa?cax.ga? ?? saxa ES

Evliya’s notation yields no new arguments for deciding between the three words as
considered by DMEZIL, meaning "bread", "smear"”, and some kind of "pie", resp.

et & "meat” y'a y'a ga &
su s water" bz bz b{1}z 8
peynir = 'Cheese” fa(Ca) (?) fa (?) fa Y

DumEzIL (60: 16) was surely right in proposing that the normal word for "cheese",
fa€ "3, is a compound, Evliya'$a, which is confirmed by the autograph now, represen-
ting the first member alone; cf.RBvASI (313: 16) who points to the doubléC sbzy

| fabz, both denoting "jus de fromage". SEACAN proposes to see some kind of
haplography here, because the following word starts with<g> as expected ifa¢ )
(personal communication).

yogurd 5,3 "yoghurt" Ca-t"a.(qfa ? ¢ “a-ta(gfa ca(wdd e

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 proposedmgzD,
compare the Circassian entry for "yoghurt" below.
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armud 3., "pear" xa x'a xa e
Uzim  a555 “grape” mes°s mes°a musuw et
enar el "fig” lax-meq” lazy -mlaq ®  laxmagq o)
kesaine «k.s "chestnut" a-Syo $'x %9 [e] sxu e

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

tuz seb "salt” lag'a ? lag *"a laga |

That Evliya heard not a word for "salt" bilaq *“a "stone" as BEICHSTEINER (112: 22)
proposed, remains probable. "Salt'5i% in Ubykh according to H. @GT (Dictionnaire
de la langue oubykh, Oslo 1963, 233 sq.).

gel Js "come" wo.y.Ka we-y-k “a  weyka o
otur osbyl sit" We.t>’as Ve-t°>as ut(w)as 553
galg & "get up" wo.daty wo-dat™a udatuw o3y
gitme «ss "don’t go" Wo.m.K’a ws-m-k*a  umka el
giderim .15 "I shall go" $.y.K0 oy-k0o:  siyk[Alwa .5

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

entry to follow.

nereye gidersin oS o5 "Where are you going?"
saba w.y.Ka.n sa:ba w-y-k *’a-n sabuykan? P

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

Isim var giderim poodsS Ny pd "l have something to do, | am going"
s°'wa's.d 4y, sg).K°0 §°wa s-dai-y -k 7o: s[alwuw sq@ sikwa oK. kilsl

This sentence has to be rendered as "jai une affaire, que je m’en aille" according to
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DumMEZIL (62: 29). Note that the first letter in the second word js. &s> with asukun,
matching the expected sound of ssirather than az <$> as in the printed edition. The
vocalization of the first word is strange, if it really represents Ubgkiva

bir qiz getir S 8 "bring a girl"
za-pxacbk® wg za-gy "acbk® wo zathaduquw 58 y3es33
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 IsidB-

STEINER (116: 37) as against&BikO’s (241, fn. 1). According to DMEZzIL (65: 37), the
imperativews means not "amene, getir" but "emmene, gotur".

giz bulmadim amenbir oglan getirdim oS M) o W a8
"I didn’t find a girl but | brought a boy" za-pxackk® (a.)la.n®'t za-nays°-zayt (?)
za-py "abk® la-ma-t° za-narb we-y°ada (?)
zathadug{u}lam(i)t zanani uxad 355l 55 Eald g3ass

This sentence, too, was omitted in the printed editioumBzIL translated it as "il n'y

a pas de jeune fille, c’était un jeune homme" (65: 38); trying to cope with the spelling
zenifor the word for "boy", nayrs®, he proposed that a pronunciatiog’s® with a
nazalizeda could be reflected here. As against this, Evliya's autograph presents a clear
reading with a doublg, <n> in the word. RovAsI reads it as "<msy>, ol <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 read ..s; zananiinstead, this can possibly reflect a stex@ns as assumed as the
basis ofnayrs° regarded as a compound bywiEziL himself (66: *han(g)-5° with -§°
"petit”). As for the last word, Evliya’ss-;1 uxadcan hardly representUMezIL’s "copule
suffixe d'identification”,sayt, as RROVASI correctly states; as against his own propposal,
a.zy°aws.yt’ "je l'ai trouvé", BLEICHSTEINERS u-xod"kaufe!" (116: 38), to be corrected

in wa.x°adaaccording to MEZIL, is still very much nearer to Evliya’s spelling except
for the final , <d> bearing asulun. As for the sense of the sentence, seeming "étrange"
to DUMEZIL and FROVASI, we can compare one of Evliya’'s Georgian phrases where
"boys" are the object of "buying” too.

gel eve gidelim  Jis .5Us "come let's go home"s-faya S.k*a.no [we.y.K’4]
s-fay'a §'-k *”a-n-o0: wo-y-k a  s{i}faga s{i}kicuw wiyk(a) oy 3K il

As against IMEZIL’s interpretation, to be rendered as "allons chez-moi, viens" literally,
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we have to note that in Evliya’s spelling, the second word has an ipitigk>, not ;
<§>, that the vocalization mark of its second letter iaara, not afatha, and that its
third letter is a cleag <€>, not a;, <n>. Compare the following entry too.

gideriz eve o3l SoedS "We are going home"
§.K°4.no sg-dak’a?  §'-k a-n-o: sg-dak“a ? sikan@ suwka? Sol p Ko

Here again, Evliya has g. <s> instead of the; <S> expected. DMEZIL's s5-daK’a
presupposes that Evliya erroneously wrotg &w> instead of a> <d> which is not
impossible; cf. Rovasi (314: 33) too.

ne avladyz Sl @ "What did you hunt?"
Sa-z°y°aws.yt’ (PROVASI) sa-z°y°'ang-yt’ sazxod 34 5o

Both BLEICHSTEINERS sa-$gx-ot” "Was wird euch gehéren?" (114 sq.: 32) andMEB-

ZIL's $d.0 s°.x%.ya, a Circassian sentence meaning "qu’étes-vous devenus?" (63 sq.:
32), were based upon the reading oldunuz'what did you become?" for the Turkic
equivalent. As RovAsi correctly states (314: 34), we have to depart from the question
ne avladyiz meaning "What did you hunt?" instead, to which the following entry repre-
sents a good answer. Evliya’s notatisazxodmay then reflect a second person plural
preterite form, combined with the interrogative pre§a- "what?", of the verb-y°aw-

“to find, trouver", which is contained in the following sentence, too, in the first person
plural. With RRovAsI, we have to realize, however, that Evliya’s spelling of the verb is
quite different in both sentences, and that the usual plural marking is missing.

bir domuz yedik S 39093 "We ate a pig" Xx°a Z.y°aws.yt’ a.3.fa.yt
x°a z2'-y° ang-yt° a-§ '-fa-yt° X0 jgawid &fid 3asl 548 545
As against BEICHSTEINER (115: 33), DuMmEzIL (64: 33) was right in identifying two
verbal forms in this sentence, which thus means "nous avons trouvé du cochon, nous

'avons mangé". The last but one letter may in my opinion well be read as-&>
instead of a& <-g-> as RovAsi did (310: 35); compare the last Ubykh entry for this.

domuz semiz miidi o) s 5550 "Was the pig fat?" a.w.f.a.m.t So-x°a? ?

x°a - azgqamid ja xo 9 03 Julsl
Here again, BEICHSTEINERS (115 sq.: 34) and DMEzIL’s (64: 34) considerations are
based upon a wrong Turkic equivalent: Insteadlomuzumuz-mi yedneaning "did he
eat our pig?", Evliya’s question was whether "the pig was fat"; cf. alreaglyvRsI
(315: 36), who seems not to be sure about this, because for him, thertisrdhissing.
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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 g:ctegr, not as

<f>. We cannot decide with certainty, however, whether the second lettey f&a or

a , <r> with a sukun above. Thus, the actual verb form, which seems to contain the
negative infix-m-, remains unclear. The same holds true for the elemanthich can

hardly represent a first person plural possessive marker, because it is written with

an undoubtfulfatha above; besides, there is no need for a first person plural marker in
this sentence at all. Should it reflect the interrogative particia(y) as in the fourth

entry to follow?

xirsizlga gideriz SoedS At > "We are going to do a theft"
woc:dy:la §.k°’a.n0 wscayla §'-k “a-n-o:  wig(a)ylas{itkanaj £35s

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

nereye gitdjiz 58 a4 "Where did you go?"
ma:k’a  5°.K°a.qa.na(-y) ?2? nala s{i}kagadid 396 oK s
DuMEZzIL’s proposal is the attempt to reconstruct a sentence meaning "ou étes vous
allés?" and thus matching the Turkic equivalent. &oPas| states (315: 38), this is not
further supported by Evliya’s autograph, because it shows a secedd as the final
letter as against the ambiguoush> of the printed edition; can this be a reflex of the
preterite marker;yt? - 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 lyoRAsI for the first time.
Aridler vilayetine gitdik "suS «xV, o "We went to the country of the Arids"
ard-ya-s s°6).kK"a.qfa.n(a) ardgasa § -k ¥aqfa-yt (??)
arid xés s{itkégadd sie Ko s 5
As against RovAsi (315 sq.: 39) who proposed that Evliya'$®> could reflect the
locative postpositiorya combined with the interogative particdethe present word may
well represent Ubykhgass meaning "village" (cf. \OGT, Dictionnaire, 172) as an
equivalent of Turkishvilayet Like this, the sentence need not be recognized as a
question "étes-vous allés a Ard" but may well be the reply to the preceding sentence.
The verbal form may then be different from the one of the question before; as we have
to assume different personal prefixes in both cases, Evigratuist represent the second
person plural prefixs®- in the first and the first person plural pref&'- in the second
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one. The verbal ending, here written with tws, the first with asukun above, remains
unclear; can it be a preterite Hyt’ again? - The locality named here must be today’s
Annep, which according to Evliya was neighbouring with the "SatdUbykh (on this,
cf. already &NKO, O jazyke ubyxov, 237 andUBICHSTEINER 125).

ne getirdyiz Koo S @ "What did you bring?"
sa-y.z°.\g.yi-Sa(y) (?) sa--y-z°-vg-y#--S‘a(y) sayuwzilsa Lo JJ e

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

bir sigir getirdik S>,S o "We brought one cow"
za-gdma (a.)y.zwe.yt’ za-gdma y-z'-wo-yt’ jagquma ijwid 3,50 483

Here again, ROVASI's interpretation (316: 41) can be sustained, Evliya’s notation
exactly matching with what has to be expected for "one cord-ddm'a, cf. VOGT,
Dictionnaire, 129) and "we brought itafy-z'-ws-yt°, cf. VOGT, 216: yo-Wo-).

neyledyiz Seoals "What did you do?"
sa-y.s°.§.a.na.\i sa-y-s°-§- -yt ?? sayuidil U534

PROVASI'S sa-y.s°.s.a.na.yt "que faisiez-vous" fits exactly with the Turkic translation,

but it bears some problems in comparison with Evliya’s spelling, as the author himself
states: First, Evliya wrote a clearly distinguishaple<$> for the interrogativea- here,

which may be tolerated. If the verb in question is reabys - "to do" (cf. e.g WOGT,
Dictionnaire, 215), the second person plural marker must be regarded as assimilated to
the $*- (as against BGTs ays°S'an "vous faites"), the resulting sound being written
with a 3 <z>, which would be noteworthy at least. For the plural marker represented

by a, <d>, RROVASI 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 KW "we ate" aSfayt’ a-§'-i-yt isfid 2k

With PrRovAsi (317: 43), this obviously represents the Ubykh verbal fam®-fo-yt°
meaning "we ate it". Note that the initialif has akasra, not thefatha expected. The
last but one letter may be the expected-f-> as against ROVASI's »+ <g> again.
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Georgian:
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In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are markéddigttalized ones by.

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

fatha plus alif representing Georgiag andé for a fatha representing a high vowed is

used for afatha plus alif standing for a Georgian. When other corrections are necessary,

an asterisk is used.

Turkish meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) v 1 erti 9600 erti ert(i) e

As against BEICHSTEINER (91: 1), the vocalization intended by Evliya was clearly not
1 (alif-maddg or 1 (alif with kasrg but i (alif with fatha). The final -i of today’s
nominative form is missing, anyway, unless it be indicated by the notatiomadé, lit.
"flexion", written below the. <t>; the meaning of this word, a verbal noun of the
Arabic rootmala "to bend", in grammatical literature is described as "giving to fatha a
sound like that of kasra" (cf. e.g. FTEGNGASS Persian-English Dictionary, London
1977, 97 b). For the lack of a final in some of Evliya’s Georgian forms, Winfried
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BOEDER(letter dated 17.9.91) thinks of a Megrelian influence. Should Evliya’s informant
for Georgian have been a Megrelian bilingual?

(iki) vy 2 ori ™60 ori ori $03
(tc) v 3 sami Lsdo sami sami plo
(dort) ¥ 4 othi mnbo otxi otxi 5755
(bes) o 5 hufi bymo xuti huti e
(altr) s 6 ekKwsi 943bo eKvsi ek(w)si =5
(yedi) v 7 Swidi 33000 Svidi sudi b
(sekiz) A 8 rvaj ©35(2) rva(y) rfulway @155

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

(doquz) a 9 chraj gbos(e)  cxra(y) c[i]xray $

For the final-y, cf. the preceding item.
(on) » 10 at’i SMO at’i ati &
ekmek 31 "bread" pluri 3760 p’uri puri o5
su s water" cgali {7 goemo c’qgrali c[1]qal(i) Jlo

Note that there is no indication whatsoever of the nominative endimgEvliya’'s form.
et =i "meat" horci bodgo  XOrC Xorci o>

In contrast to the preceding form, this one has a finaldicated by e&asrabelow the,
<C>.
sarab o "wine"  gwino 306 gvino dg(w)ina s
kiraz 31,8 "cherry" Dbali dsemo bali bal(i) Ju
BLEICHSTEINER (91: 15) was right in postulatingal- instead of the printed forrbak; cf.
already S.S. Biia, Eviija Celebi o mingrel'skom i gruzinskom jazykax, Sovetskoe
jazykoznanie 1936/2, 123, according to whom the manuscript Persav 458 which he

used has the wrong spelling, bak too. Thed <k> seems to have arisen out of the
combination oflam with sukun. - Note that the nominative is missing as irc°qal-.

armud 3., "pear"  p-shali glbsemo  psxali pli]sxal(i) Juw
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As BLEICHSTEINER correctly stated (91: 16p°sxaliis a dialectal variant of the word for
"pear" in Georgian, the normal form beingsxali as in K. TSCHENKELI, Georgisch-
Deutsches Worterbuch, 2, 1970, 845; according toc&Nd1, the form is familiar to the
Gurian dialect of West-Georgia once more (Gukilo, 247). - As in all words with a
stem ending in(a)l- so far, the nominativei is missing here again.

gabaq sk "gourd, pumpkin® kwahi  33sbo kvaxi qlulwax(i) #1535

This is a dialectal word, too; cf. SCHENKELI, who quotes it for the Imereti, Ra"and
LeCxumi dialects (1, 575), or AGLONTI, according to whom it is Gurian, too (Kartul
kilo-tkmata siqvis kona, Thilisi*?1984, 285). - There seems to be no indication of a final
-i in this form, either.

enar et fig" legwi mam3zo  legvi legly o
uzim psos “grapes” qurdeni gn@dgbo  qurzeni gurzeni @3,,‘3
findiq s "hazelnut"thili obomo  txili [i]txili St
gavun ok "melon”  neswi bglgo nesvi nesf[ujw(i) 93

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

nar b "pomegranate”broceuli ¥&mfgmemo  broceuli  plu]rogo[gluli ST n
garpuz ;s % “watermelon” harbuzak bs@dnbszo Xarbuzak xarbucadi =50
dud s43 "mulberry”  bZola dgeemo  bzoli p[i]zoli o

The formbzoli with a nominative in-i and a consonantal stem is Gurian anthAan as
against BEICHSTEINERS bZola(92: 24) which is Imeretian, R#&n and Lexumian,; cf.
GLON'I_'I’S dialect dictionary, 86. Evliya’s material is clearly exposed as Southwest
Georgian, like this. Note that ZXIA’s manuscript has the expectgdz> (126, I. 10
from below).

qiz 5 "girl” gogo 24030 gogo goqo 9999
gari <4 'old woman" Kali Joeo Kali qal(i) Jé
Again, the nominativei is missing after a stem ending ial.
gel aglan ekmek yeyelim oL+, S5,¥6500s° "Come boy let's eat bread"
ak modi bc’o pluri Camos(?) g 3er0(0), d0gm, 39M(0) Fedmls

akK mod(i), bc%, pur(i) amos aq[i] mod(i) bico pur(i) camos . slx 3, s 39 Q:T
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BLEICHSTEINER (93: 28) was right that’amosis a third person singular optative, "he
ought to eat"; cf. @IKIA, too, who translated the form asycts kymaer xne6" (120,

fn. 2). Note thatp’ur as the direct object has no nominative endingndicated; if it
were present (as in the fourth entry to follow) one could think of a pagsiveitamos
"bread should be eaten”. - Thasrain aqgi as rendering Georgiasy ak' "here, hither"

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

otur oglan Ol sby! "sit boy" dajed bico
sXe dogm dazed bco dacéd bico 5 42l
sggreo dac’edi must be a misprint fofosxgeo dazediin DZIKIA'S list (121: 29). The

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

valideyi kelbler siksin oS LIS Sl "May dogs fuck your mother"
daglma deda mdgnas(DEETERY dom(em)ds gs dmaodgbsls (?)
zag(l)ma deda mogit‘nas(?)  cagma deda moq(i)t(g)[aln(a)® ilib g5 0303 ansls

As against BEICHSTEINERS own analysis who took the sentence as two entries (93: 30-
31), seeing in the last word an equivalentsaksen'80" instead ofsiksin DEETERS
solution as quoted by IEICHSTEINER has to be preferred; cf. alsozxiA, 127. Accor-

ding to DEETERS the verbal form is a third person singular optative and must be read as
moftg’nas As BLEICHSTEINER assumed, in the context given here a fommogitg’nas

with 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 vocali-
zations. Taking his form as it is, we should expect it to be a third person singular of the
Old Georgian iterative (endingis), meaning "the dog used to fuck your mother", but
this should have nea- in the root,-t°g’n-, either. Maybe this is a dialectal variant not
attested elsewhere. - For the missihgin cagma"dog" cf. ZGENTI, Guruli kilo, 55; in

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

gitme yabana &b S "don’t go out" ar cawides hSam)?
o6 Fogoeqls sdoesd (?) ar cavides akdam (?) ar sawides xitnang?) plas oo sl 5

BLEICHSTEINER (94: 32) was surely right in interpretingy sdwidesasar c’avides "he
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should not go out"; RIKIA made the same proposal (121: 31). The last word, however,
remains unclear, although the readirgnam is better than BEICHSTEINERS hSam
which was "unverstandlich” to him;ZKIA readalz>, as well, and to him it was equally
"mHenonsTHO" (123). Taking "out" as the sense to be looked for, we would expect one
of the adverbs ending irdam such asSignidam"out from inside" or, ratherakKidam

"out from here" orik‘idam "out from there". Possibly, Evliya’s- is a reflex of the-k*-

in one of the latter two words, the aspirated pronounciation being perceived as a
spirantization. In any way, Evliya’s form would lack the first vowel, and the consonant
cluster-tn- is not what we would expect as a transcription of the GeorgilanMaybe,

we have the reflex of an older variant of the forms here, which can be restoreétias
gam(o)and *ikit-gam(0), resp.

gel aga ekmek yeyelim oL+, <51 1t g5 "Come sir let’s eat bread"
ak batono puricamos g doBmber 3me0 Fedmls
ak bafono puri ¢amos ag[1] patoni puricamos o g0 ot

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

a Romance language); in this case, the dissimilatiopr-tf to b-t- must have occurred
later than Evliya’s time, at least dialectally, unless piebe due to Megrelian influence
again as G. HwITT presumes (letter dated 22.7.91; for Megreliatoni cf. e.qg.
KipSIDZEs Grammar, 297). - Fop’uri ¢’amos lit. "he should eat bread", cf. above.

eydir oo itis good” iri @ogbgs (??) rigzea(??) (Nibzéa(?) 5

In the form written in the manuscript, this can hardly be a Georgian word, not even a
dialectal one; @ikIA, who rendered it ag! (126, I. 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 ofeogbgs rigzea meaning "(it) is in order" which could

lie behind Evliya's spelling if his (alif) stands for a, <r>, if the final ¢ <i> can be

read as ana-vowel, and if Evliya’s_ <b> can represent the Georgiars. For the latter
proposal, cp. the worditnam above if it meang(a)kitgam As it is, Evliya's form
strongly reminds one of the Abkhaz word for "good§3ua a-bzia, which we would
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expect in a finite form such as-63uoyn i-bzioup "it is good" to match with Evliya’'s
translation. Whether Evliya can have heard an Abkhaz word within the Georgian context
IS not clear to me. - R. BNKOFF (letter dated 3.7.91) wonders whether the Turkish word
could beeder"he makes", perhaps in the secondary sense of "he fucks", instead of
eydir; but this would not help for the Georgian word.

gel gitme wS S "come don’t go" ak mod(i), ar cawides
5] 3o, o6 Gogogl  ak mod, ar cavides aq[i] mod(i), ar sawides sl 3 35 G

As for the final-i indicated inaqi, see above. Note thar c’avidesis a third person
singular form "he should not go", again; cf. als@iRA who translated the clause as
"unu ciona, mycts He yumer!" (121, fn. 4).

otur aga 1,55 f "sit sir" dayed, batono
X900, dsBmbe dazed batono daced paton(o) = RERK

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 the<n> itself didn't fit into the line anymore, so that

the vocalization marker might have been omitted; but cp. the next entry torlADs
manuscript seems to haveéasrabelow the;, <n>, again (126, I. 6 from below). For the

p-, see above.

aga bir iki oglanim var durur alirmisin.— . i 5555 1y ple ) S o 1!
"Sir, | have one or two boys, stay, will you buy?" paton ert(! ...)
Bobe, 9600 oo oo dysg(l) sXae ogopmls (?)
batono, erti ori biti mgav(s), dged, igidos (?)
paton(o) erti ori *bice mxav(s) dacéddii)dos(?) st I I NET RER Y-

BLEICHSTEINER had the first two words only (95: 38);2KIA saw three single sentences
here, the first one ending withrti, the second one witmgavs As for paton the-n is
clearly marked as final, this time, bysalkun again; so this may indeed be a (dialectal)
variant of the vocative expected. The word for "boy" shouldbii® in the nominative,

not bic%e, but this may be a dialectal (or "Megrelized") variant, too (see below).-rhe
surely belongs to the following verbal form, which, according to the context, should be
magavs,"l have (with me)",xar being a second person singular "you are" onlyjKn
positedmgavs,too (121: 37). If Evliya did meamcavs,he must have confuseg<w>

and, <r> in his notebook, which is easy to assume, and must have omitted thedfinal
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which is a general feature of today’s colloquial speech as WEOER underlines (l.c.).
dacid might be the imperativelayed "sit down" once again (cp. DxIA: 121, fn. 5),
better transcribed atacédas in the preceding clause; it corresponds to the Twtuiar.

The last word is problematical. If we assume the sense of "will you buy", we expect the
verb -g%id- which means "to buy" as well as "to sell", depending on preverbs and
"versions". The form that comes nearest to Evliya's spelling wouldgo@ml ig’idos
which means "he should (or will) buy". If this is the form needed (for the third person,
cp. some of the preceding sentences), Evliygalif-maddg must be corrected into

(alif with kasrg and hisgaynshould have &asratoo, nosukun. As a different solution,

we could think of Evliya'st reflecting the Georgian negative particla;; the word
would thus have to be interpreted as a quesafi (i)q(i)dos"won’t he (you?) buy". In

this case, Evliya must have omitted thé, with sukun) as present in the third entry to
follow. DzikiA did not try to identify the word (121: 38).

bagayim kiguk mi S 575S ol "Let me see, is he little" ak im pafaria
s 03(9) s (s)Mse—s  ak, im(e) pat(a)ray-a ag-im(e) pat(a)raya ]

As against ZIKIA who gave no solution foagqim (121: 39), BEICHSTEINER may have
been right in separating it intak plusim, the first word being the adverb "here" (95:
39). im would be the oblique form of the demonstrative pronagingi "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 interjiectiye
which TSCHENKELI notes as a Gurian word in his dictionary (1, 525), attesting it the
meaning of "ei! nicht mdglich! ja was!" in German. The whole sentence could be
paraphrased as "here, (look,) how small he is!" like this. As a different solution, W.
BOEDER (l.c.) proposes to separasgim into akKi, the variant of standard Georgiai

we had in several sentences before, and the first person singular pnorephare being
used as an equivalent of standard Georgiamtvis "for me"; the sentence could thus
mean "is he (too) little for me". - The predicative adjective in the form Evliya spells it
Is p'at’ra- as against standapat’ara-, "small, little"; the "syncopated" form is listed in
GLONT_l’s dialect dictionary (436), but not for Gurian. Note that Evliya clearly records
a nominative endingy before the short copula.

yoq buyukdlr uSs. ss "No, he is big"  didi aris
oo sMols didi aris didi aris oot e

There is no equivalent of Turkisyog in this sentencedidi aris meaning "(he) is big"
simply.
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almam r.L,,JT "l won't buy" ar hdos(?) o6 ogoemb arigidos ar (i)gidos e 3

The kasra written below thegayn clearly excludes BEICHSTEINERS ar hdos"er soll
nicht (ab)nehmen” which is improbable from a semantic point of view, too, zisl
stated (128). Instead, we should look for a form of the wgith- again. "I shan’t buy"
would bear vigiido, which seems to exclude itself, however. As itas,gidoscould re-
presentar g’idos "he should not sell" or, rathear igidos "he should not / won'’t buy"
as, perhaps, in the last but one entry; the latter form is preferredznyAD too (122:
41).

vallahi eyi gjlandir Sl o) iy "By God, he is a fine boy" /
@300l ds(e)ds, g0 dogg(e)s gvtis mad(l)ma, kai bic’e(y)a
(gw)tis madma qg(a)y b(i)ceya b & Lo 55

This entry was omitted in BEICHSTEINERS treatisetis medmamost probably represents
the common formulavtis madimalit. "(by) God’s mercy", the meaning of which is
given as "bei Gott" in SCHENKELI's dictionary (I, 705); cf. ZIKIA, too, for this solution
(122: 42). For the missing- in mad(l)ma,cp. the notation ofzag(l)ma "dog", above.
Less probable is the formulgmertma ifs or, rather,icis gmertma"God knows",
because the rendering of the affricatd by a <t> would be curious as well as the
missing -r-. Other proposals are still less probable, take, gyis dedama'God’s
mother" (in the ergative) which we should expect with a finite verb begjgles k’ai,
the shortened form of°argi "good" as in the following entry. Note that the word for
"boy", bi€%, has a stem ire indicated once again, which speaks in favour of this being
a dialectal variant.

eyi degildir feradir sls Lalss &' "He is not good, he is badarg(i) ar aris, glaha-a
3%0 o6 360l aemsbss  Kai ar aris, glaxa-a  qai araris g[i]laxa(a) els ool o

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

at =1 "horse" cheni (bgbo cCxeni clxen(i) =

There is a cleasukun above the fina}, <n> in this word, excluding the expected nomi-
native formcxeni.

gatir bk "mule”  Jori X060 Z0I cori Gos*F

esek Ss - "donkey" wiri 3060 viri wiri 603
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kopek yaramaz Ul cbeS "the dog is naughty" dagli k’udiani
daeemo gme0sbos zagli K’udiania cali qudyan(ia) REPQUEE

If Evliya really meant a sentence "the dog is naughty" hquelyanmust represent the
form Kudiania "he is naughty" (lit. "geschwanzt", frork’udi "tail"), but there is no
indication of either the nominative or the shortened copulaa. Note that there is a
compositesaglik’uda, lit. "dog’s tail”, in Georgian too, which denotes a bad person; cf.
T. SaxokKIA, Kartuli xatovani stqva-tkmata, Thilisi’1979, 833 sq. For BKIA, these
were two entries, the second being the simple adjedtivdiani "xutpsrit, gypHoun"
(122: 48). Note that in his Turkish translation, Evliya ugépek not kelb, here, which
could point to the meaning of an invective as KRI(SERsuggests (personal communi-
cation).
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Megrelian:
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Today’s forms are given according to LIRSIDZE (QIPSKE), Grammatika mingrel'skago
(iverskago) jazyka s xrestomatieju i slovarem, S.-Peterburg 1914 (Materialy po jafeti-
ceskomu jazykoznaniju, 7.). The principles of the phonological spelling and of the "Turki-
cizing" transcription are the same as with Georgian.

Turkish meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading
(bir) v 1 arti SN0 art’ arti s
(iki) v 2 Ziri 060 Ziri j@)ri o5
(Ug) vy 3 Sumi(!) 930 sumi sumi 59

I. KIPSIDZE (321) and BEICHSTEINER (98: 3) quoted Evliya for the Megrelian number
“"three" in the formSumi, which would match well with RvON ERCKERTS Sumi(Die
Sprachen des Kaukasischen Stammes, Wien 1985, Repr. Wiesbaden 1970, Z3) with
against today’sumiwhich might be influenced by Georgiaami This cannot be main-
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tained, given the clear reading,: sumiin the autograph. In the case oREKERT'S
notation §umiis put besidesurﬁihere), there may be doubts, too, as to whether it can
be relied upon, because the older word-lists have salyisuch as J. GLDENSTADT'S

(cf. the edition of G. @GLASvILI, Giuldengedis mogzauroba sakartveloSi / PuteSestvie
Gjul'denstedta po Gruzii / Johannes Gueldenstaedtius, Peregrinatio Georgica, Il, Thilisi
1964, 305), and JvON KLAPROTH'S (in: Kaukasische Sprachen. Anhang zur Reise in
den Kaukasus und nach Georgien. Halle u. Berlin 1814, 270; quoted im§ENRUber

die Sprache der Lazen, Berlin 1845, 11). In "Asia polyglotta" (Paris 1823, 122),
KLAPROTH has Megr.Sumi(and 'Suanisch"Sem) as against GeorgiaBami,but hiss
means just a word initial voiceless.

(dort) ¥ 4 othi conbo ot’xi otxi )
(bes) o 5 hufi bogmo  xufi xuti s
(alt) s 6 (am3w) s33z0  amdvi  (Q)p[ildkuy i<

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

to an influence of the following numeral but is an authentic feature, is indicated by the
form apch’schui(= apxsv) given in the list of Mingrelian numerals in W APROTH'S
"Kaukasische Sprachen", 270L&PROTH'S Mingrelian form is quoted aapxhuui in his

own "Asia polyglotta" and aapchsuiin G. RoseNs "Uber die Sprache der Lazen", 11.
GULDENSTADT, however, had today’amschialready (&LASVILI's edition, 305). Taking
KLAPROTH's form as granted, we can interpret Evliygigskuy as *ap°Sxvi or, rather,
ap’skvi. For S.S. mkia (Eviija Celebi o mingrel'skom i gruzinskom jazykax,
Sovetskoe jazykoznanie 1936,2, 113), tlke was still unexplainable 6 Bcsxom

cillyyae TIPUCYTCBHE B DTOM CJIOBE ¢ Telepb He 0OBSICHUMO").

(yedi) v 7 SKwit’l ddz0m0  SKvit'i [i]Skdti et
This numeral is given aschqwithiin KLAPROTH'S word-list (270) and asgwithi in
RoOsENs (11). Evliya'si- is a prothetic vowel provoked by the consonant cluster; cf.
already OIkIA, 123, according to whom this is a normal feature of Turks starting to

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

(sekiz) A 8 ruo e ruo ruwo 9590
(doquz) a 9 choro b €C°xoro ¢[o]gor(o) R

There is a cleasulun above the finatr, but the-o vocalism of today’s form must be
authentic. GLDENSTADT givesrua "8" andtschchora'9" with a final -a, but this is not
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attested elsewhere.
(on) » 10 witfi 30000 Vit w(i)ti &3
(on bir) w11 wit'aarti (1) (goosséoo vitaarti) [art w(i)t ] s

As BLEICHSTEINER pointed out (99: 11), Evliya notes the numbers 11 and 12 in Caucasi-
an languages universally with reverse order of their elements. As for Megrelian, this
"error" was first mentioned in RSIDzEs grammar (XXIII). GILDENSTADT had the
"normal” form witarti, already (305).

ekmek st "bread" Kobali Jerdsemo Kobali kobal(i) (?) (® JusS

This word is hardly legible in the autograph. If there is really no indication of a final
we can compare Evliya’s Georgian words with a stemah Cf. KIPSIDZES grammar,
already, for a discussion of this word as attested in the published text of Evliya’s travel
book (XXIV). As against BEICHSTEINER Megr. kobali cannot be identified
etymologically with Georgiap°’k'vili "flour" but rather with Georgiarxorbali "wheat"

(cf. Arn. CIKOBAVA, Canur-megrul-kartuli Sedarebiti leksini, Thilisi 1938, 175, quoting

l. gAVAXISVILI ). Cp. KIPSIDZE, who denote&obali as ‘iennma” as well as frimenny-
vein x1k0p" (345), and WLDENSTADT who has Megr.xorbali for "triticum" and
tschkomifor "bread" (309/310). Curiously, KAPROTH noteskobali as the Mingrelian
word for "Kuh" in Asia polyglotta (117); this must be due to a confusion of Georgian
p‘uri "cow" andp’uri "bread".

ates oo "fire™  dachiri sBbomo  dacxiri dacxir(i) () >gls

In the autograph, Evliya seems to have corrected himself with respect to the medial
<x>, so that it is not completely clear whether there ksaarabelow both the- <c>and
the , <r> or whether there is onkasra only. The final, <r> seems to have sukun,

too, which would exclude a nominative GULDENSTADT hasdatschchedor "ignis”, but

the lack of a final-r must be a mistake.

galgan Lk "shield" p‘ori (DEETER9 oo ?  prori ? por (i) %

Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (99: 14) for a discussion of this word. It is true that the regular
sound equivalent of Georgigpari "shield" would bep‘ori in Megrelian as BETERS
assumed, but this is unexpected in an Iranian loanword unless the Megrelian form be
remodeled after the Georgian according to rules of interdialectal sound correspondances
as W. BOEDER proposes (letter dated 17.9.91: "dialektale Umsetzungsregeln™). The word
seems not to be attested in any one of the older sources.

goyun s "sheep" shuri dbgmo  Sxuri [u]sxuri Gl
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Note that there is a clear indication of a final (hominative this word (as against the
two preceding ones). - The initia(alif with damma seems to be a "turkicizing” prothe-
tic vowel (to be read asi- for the sake of vowel harmony) to avoid the consonant
clustersx-

qusaq  slog "waistband" ort’g’apu

() OB g (?) (do) ortg’apu (?) *dortgap(u) (?) SB53
Cf. already BEICHSTEINER (99: 16) for an attempt to join Evliya’'s spelling with the
Megrelian word for "girdle" ort’g’ap'u. The initial d- might be the remnant of an older
form with a prefixdo- building verbal nouns instead of todaysor, more probably, the
reflex of Megr.do "and" contracted with the word initiad- as W. BOEDER proposes
(I.c). If we can assume that Evliya changed the figakt> for a . <p> and that the
medial -t>- in the verbal rootrt°’q’ was lost due to a simplification of the consonant
cluster-rt°g>-, we can well assume today’s form as lying behind Evliyd@sgat. Note,
that there is a cleasukun above the final letter which is more easily explained if this
representedp’u. We cannot exclude, however, that Evliya’s form stands for a different
word such as, e.g.,durt(u)qi or the like; cf. ZIKIA (113), who grouped.i3s in the
words IkOTOp]:Ie COBCEM HE YUTAIOTCA MWW 4YUTAOTCA, HO MTPEACTABIAIOT

HETIOHSITHBIN KOMILIIEKC 3BYKOB".

bas sk "head" dudi )00 dudi dudi &2

odun 53 "wood" diSKa 037 disKa digka S
This word is noted aslischchain GULDENSTADT's word-list (310: "lignum").

kopek <, "dog" jogori Xm0 30gori cogor(i) Byryes
There is no vocalization mark at all for the finakr> in this word.

sigir o Cattle" hoji Bb(m)y  Cx(o)u clulxu e

According to BEICHSTEINER(99: 20), Evliya must have confused the punctuation marks
of = <c> andy <x> in this word if he really meanbmyxo x0zi "steer”. For the clearly
indicated rounded vowel in the final position, we would have to assumei @ue to
progressive assimilation to match with theexpected. Much more probably, Evliya’s
word is Rby Cxu, however, which meanskbdposa” according to KPSIDZE (368);
KIPSIDZE has the variant€xuufor the Eastern (S= Senak-) afaou for the Western
dialect (MZ= Sa-Murzakan / Zugdidi-). For this equation cf. alreadyxd (115 and
128). QILDENSTADT haschodji, already, for "bos" (308, fn. 14)x»bo z0x0 would
mean "name" in Megrelian (RSIDZE, 416:ums); according to G. HwITT (letter dated
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22.7.91) the dialect of €anctira haszoxo only as a verbal form meaning "X is called
Y" (Georgianhkvia), whereas for "name" it has the Georgisaxeli

buzayi 1, “calf” geni, gini agbo / gobo geni / gini gin(i) 5
According to KPSIDzE, geni belongs to the Eastern dialect (S), whgmi is the form
noted in the West (MZ: 215). As Evliya normally denotesi-aby kasra, he will have
heard the latter one (but cp. the second entry to follow)LEENSTADT hasgeni (308:
"vitulus") as well as KAPROTH (Kaukasische Sprachen, 267)zIKA read .S <giin>
in his manuscript (128).

tuz sk "salt"  Jimu X007 zimu [ilcim(u) !
For the unexpected initialalif cf. already BEICHSTEINER (99: 22) and QikiA (128).
That this is a combination with "that", as BEICHSTEINER presumed, is hardly believa-
ble; according to RKIA, there is &asrabelow thealif in his manuscript, which would
render BREICHSTEINERS solution even less probable, but there iskasrain the auto-
graph. Anyhow, as in the following word, the initialwill rather be due to a sim-
plification of a word initial consonant (cluster).0BDENSTADT has Gumi (311, fn. 4)

which shows the reverse order of the vowels as against today’s form. Evliya’s spelling
of the finalr. with sulkun may mean today’smu rather than GLDENSTADT'S -mi.

at <! "horse" cheni gbgbo cxeni [ilcxen(i) G

For the initialy, see the preceding word. Megreliaixeni, which is surely a borrowing
from Georgian, is attested inABLAS’ edition of GULDENSTADT's word-list, but not in
GULDENSTADT's material itself, cf. GLASvILI's edition, 308, fn. 15. KAPROTH (Asia

polyglotta, 118) haZcheni.

domuz 4. "pig" Q€ @9X0 geyi gac(i) oG
As there is no variant likgasi attested anywhere, Evliya:s-, clearly indicated byalif
plus fatha, is unexpected. Even @iDENSTADT hasGedji alone (309, fn. 5), as well as

KLAPROTH (Asia polyglotta, 119), who writes iGedi. The sukin above the final-
<@g> is quite faint in the autograph.

esek S "donkey" girini, garani gotobo / gaépbo girini / garani *gir(i)ni w55
Of the two forms as given in IRSIDZEs grammar (218), the first one belongs to the
Eastern dialect (S), the latter to the Western dialect (MZ), again (butzziA, 112, ac-
cording to whonmpomabo girini is not met with in Eastern Mingrelia at all). Evliya must

have confused. <t> and_ <n> here if we presume today’s form. Thef written above
thekaf is perhaps meant to indicate a non-palatal pronunciation which could point to the



43

Westerrp instead of the Eastelin GULDENSTADT hasGirin (308), as well as KAPROTH
(Asia polyglotta, 113).

ay! & "bear” tunfi ogboo  tunti tut(i) Ly

Evliya’'s form is nearer to the Laz equivalents of Megreliamti, viz. t‘uti andmtuti,

than to today’s Megrelian word itself. As tha- is regarded as a secondary element in
Megr.t'unti (and similar cases; cf., e.g., K.HC8MIDT, Studien zur Rekonstruktion des
Lautstandes der stidkaukasischen Grundsprache, Wiesbaden 1962, 89 sq.), Evliya may
well have heard an older form.

peynir = Cheese"‘wali, ‘wai  pgsmo, pgso  “vali, vai  qol(i) Js

As against today’s form, Evliya’'gwal seems to represent an older stage as attested by
Laz g'vali, which still has the initialg’, agreeing with Georgiag’veli. GULDENSTADT,

too, hasKwali for "caseus" (310). For the rendering of todayl&- by , <w> with
damma cf. DzikiA (128), according to whom this must be reqdl; is this a dialect
variant? For the missing, cp. kobal(i) above.

yogurd 3% "sour milk" marcweni
3567( 3960, dséf73060 marcveni, mardvini marcwan ooz

Evliya’'s vocalization is unexpectedABR_As, in his edition of GILDENSTADT'S word-list,
gives Madsoni as the Megrelian word for "lac coagulatum" but this is clearly the
Georgian word; the same holds true fotARROTH'S Madloni (Asia, 117).

zeker S5 "penis" p‘uCi gho p°uci fuc(i) T
BLEICHSTEINERS proposal that this is Megreliap‘ucC’i (= Georgianpicii) meaning
"oath" would be quite convincing if we could assume that Evliya askedfarzeker
which is likely because of the following words (and, ag&ifdA stated, because Evliya
never asked abstract terms at all: 128), but tivatzikr was understood by his infor-
mants (in the sense of "invocation of God’s name"). That Evliya rendered the aspirated
p° as o <f> would not be surprising. | don’'t see, however, that Megrelieuti can
have the meaning of "penis”; as GEWITT (l.c.) reports, there is a Megp'uci which
"is used of agirl's private parts when talking to children - i.e. it's less suggestive than
curi [for which see the next entry]. But it can’'t be used of a penis". - A different
solution is offered by RKiIA who reads the word gss <quc> and interprets this as
Megrelianggsxo *vazi meaning Myxckoe simuko” (115, fn. 1; cf. KPSIDZE, 418, who
gives the meaningrtynastaoe sumo", i.e. "testicle"). That Megrelianwas heard as a
g’ by Evliya is further suggested by the word for "cheese" above; the same holds true
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for the rendering ofva- by ; (waw with damma. As for the missing-i, we can cp.
gac(i) "pig" in any case.

ferc z* "vagina" curi  Boeo curi cur(i) Ry
For the missingi, cp. ¢ogor(i) above.
tasaq sl "testicles" / beo (?) xodi(?)  xodi &255

| cannot verify this word in the published materialLEBCHSTEINER omits it. It is
possible, that Megrelian once possessed a wodi equivalent to Georgiarvadi"male
(animal), male dog, stallion" etc.; cp.i#&iDzE (405) who notes a verbal rootod-
meaning "coire" which he compares with Georgiamadi too. For XIKIA, it is just this
verb in the imperative, equivalent to Latin "coi", not a word for "testicles" (115, fn. 2);
cp. several entries below for this. That Evliyaedi conceals a variant of the normal
word for "testicle" pgoxo0 Vazi, as discussed in the last but one entry, is less probable.

gel Js "come" (morti) g0 (?)  vai(?) way &3

BLEICHSTEINER in regardingway as an interjection, obviously thought ofiHSIDZE'S

gs0! meaning "woe!" (611, o rope!"). Possibly, this is the Abkhaz word for "come”,
yaau wa:i, borrowed into Megrelian as some kind of interjection, in this sense; cf.
already DIKIA (115 and 123) for the same assumption.

adam ! "man” €as(Svan. ?) Gog ? Cie ? cay? sl

BLEICHSTEINER Was right that there is no Megrelian word meaning "man" which would
match with Evliya’scay (100: 32). It is highly improbable, however, that Evliya heard
the Svan wordcag here, because the same form is recorded several times in the same
spelling in clear Megrelian sentences, later oiIkx (116) proposes Megreliagiog

c’ie, instead, which meanssansunk” according to KPSIDZE (378) and which seems a
better solution, though not without problems. Note that in contrast to the preceding item,
cayis written with asukun above the finals <y>.

otur osbst Usit”  dohod ombmeo  doxodi  déxod(i) 5315

Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (100: 33) for the right analysis. Surprisingly, Evliya spells the first
-0- with fatha plus alif (cf. already FikiA, 124), which may be due to an influence of
the frequent Georgian preveda- equivalent to Megreliado-. According to G. HEWITT
(.c.), this word is problematical in Megrelian "because of the associatiatoefod-i
with the meaning ‘fuck X!". This is why "the meaning ‘sit down! is usually
represented by a doubling of the prevedasdo-xod(-i)(assuming the politelo-zg;(-i)

is not used), thougdo-xod(i)can still mean ‘sit down!." Maybe, the "Georgianization"
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of the preverb was another way to avoid the conflict.
git =S "go"  melaub (?) dgemgmemg ? meleud ?  melawl Sl

As against DNKOFF's edition (Glossary, 122), the Turkish equivalent in the autograph
is clearlygit "go", not the negativgitme"don’t go". Like this, we could easily assume

a verbal compoundhele-uy meaning "you go over there" here, consistingradle-"mo

Tty cropony” (KIPSIDZE, 278 s.v. 2ne and the second person singular present form
uls/u "you go" (KIPSIDZE's root 21, 264). In this case, EBEICHSTEINERS proposal (100:

34) that we have a reduced form of today’s prohibitive partrges plus elaub "geh
nicht vorbei!" here, could be disposed of. The identification of Evliyasawliwith the
positive Turkish git is problematical, however, because the same Megrelian form
corresponds to the negatiggmein two other sentences below. So we have to face the
possibility that Evliya’s Turkish form was misunderstoodgiisne by his informant and
that his answer is a negative form anyhow. In this case, we can accept an explanation
given by G. HEwWITT (l.c.), according to whom the form represents a Megrefizaie-
"over there" plusva "not" plus ulk/u "you go" which would fit well with Evliya’s
writing.

qiz 58 "girl" tena 00bs tina tina i

BLEICHSTEINERS proposal (100: 35) that this is not a word meaning "girl" but a
demonstrative pronoun "diese" is quite convincing, although one should preéelthat

one" tot’ena"this one", because of Evliya’kasra below the. <t>; cf. DZIKIA, too
(128). We can not exclude totally, however, that Evliya’s spelling means the Megrelian
word for girl, go®s cfira, instead, the, <n> being used erroneously fora<r> and the

- <t> representing &‘, as in Evliya’'stis if this represents Georgiait‘is (cf. the
Georgian specimen for this).

yeyelim L "let's eat’o-w-Ckom-at  »3;03(0) (?) o€kom(i) (?) oggom(i) p 3 )

BLEICHSTEINERS form (101: 36) would be the exact rendering of "let's eat" in Megrel-
lan, but he himself wonders whether this can be represented by Evliya’s spelling. His
proposal that we have-Ck’'om-u"das was zu essen ist" here, instead, is not convincing
either. A better candidate seems to be the fadk’omi which is the second person
singular aorist "you ate" and which would be used as the imperative "eat!" as well; this
solution is preferred in BKIA (116, fn.2) too. The finali might have been omitted in
spelling as in many other Megrelian words listed here, or it was absent due to mor-
phological variation comparable to the Georgian aorist; according toe®uH (I.c.)

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

gel adam »f Js° "come man” Waj €ai) gso fog ?? vaicie ?? waycay ilx )
For both words, see above. Note that there ssilein above the, <y> in the latter word
only, again.

buraya U4 “hither" aso mori 3 dmémo a$ morti ag(l) mort(i) aose o
As against BEICHSTEINER (101: 40) it seems easier to presume that Evliygsepre-
sents Megra% thanasq both meaning "here, hither"; cp. the second entry to follow
too, where the same word is written with a finaki>. As for the imperativemorti, the

final - seems to be missing again, but cp. the second entry to follow. Note that the
sentence means "come here", not just "here, hither" (gD, 116, fn. 3).

gitme adam ‘,J S "don’t go man" (na]mo elaub Cai)
(39emg—35—mema Gog ?7?) mele-va-w c’ie ?? mélawli cay ;i Jil
For both words, see above. Note tigaty has asukun above the, <y> again.
pasta var gel baba LL JS Ll alasly "There ispasta, come father”
a% morti, wai mamaw 8dg, dmem0, gso ? 3sds3 ?
a% morti, vai ??mamav? as! *mor i]t(i) way *mamaw LG &1y o &

Cp. the last but one entry for the first two words. As foorti, it is obvious that Evliya
confused, <n> and.. <t> in the final position here; possibly, thk@sranoted below the

» <r> stood below the final. <t>, originally. As for way, note that this word has a
sukun above the final; <y>, this time. With respect to Evliya'siamad BLEICHSTEINER

was right in stating that this must be the Georgian form of the word for "fatheaina,

as against Megmumaor mua and that it must show a reflex of the Georgian vocative
particle,-o/-v, the, <d> being written for a, <w>, erroneously; cf. BiKiA (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 "thgresia” at all (cf.
already DIKIA, 116, fn.4).

gel anauf Js' "come mother” wai dias! gso ? @osk ?vai ? dias? way diyas  .Ls &

way has asulun here, once again. As fatias this is not the expected form, the word

for "mother" beingdia (or dida) in the nominative. BEICHSTEINER (101: 41) presumes
that this is the dative case instead, provokedway which he interprets as an inter-
jection, the whole sentence meaning something like "weh, Mutter". Such a syntactical
behaviour of the interjectioso vai is not attested anywhere else, howevezZiKx
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seems to doubt thes too, rendering Evliya's entry asvaay eos (?)".
bir domuz yeyelim phas 9293 "let’s eat a pig" arti geji ock’'omu

SO0 mgxo mFgmd(o) arti gezi oC’k'om(i) arti gac(i) ocgom(i) poiryl gl g0
As against BEICHSTEINER (101: 42) this will be the second person singular aorist =
imperativeoc’k’om(i), again, a sentence like "ein Schwein (ist) zu essen" hardly repre-
senting normal Kartvelian syntax; cf.Zixia, again, for the right solution (116, fn. 5).
Besides, | am not sure whethefk’'omu"das was zu essen ist" does exist in Megrelian
at all, because RSIDZE givesoc’k’'omali as the deverbal noun in this sense only (391).
If Evliya’s o¢cgomis the imperative form "eat!", instead, the nominative obpeti gesi

is exactly what we have to expect. Note that the word for "pig" is written waiihplus
fatha again.

kelpler ang ve babgi ve seni yefallesin ealles, s 5 S g S LS
"May dogs fuck your mother and your father and you" yogori (! ...)
Xee®] ©os—lidsbo dogodsbme(sl) ?? z0gorK dia-sKani migiSaxod(asp?
cogor(k) diyaskan(i) migia[y]xod(as)?? 365 oo Ko G Gl Ssar

BLEICHSTEINER (101: 43) treated only the first word of this sentengegori "dog";
DzIkIA (117: 44) read it axxmem®o ©oslidsb dodo.. zogori diaskan miki.. but didn’t

try an explicit interpretation. Taking Evliya’s translation as a basis, we can arrive at the
following suggestions: The verb in question must-ked- for which see above; this is
obviously contained in Evliya’sss -xod- In the modal sense of "May he do sth.!" we
would expect a third person optative (= aorist subjunctive), which woulblleas The
subject of this form must be in the ergative case, which woulddgor-K "a dog" in

the singular orzogor-eg-k’ "dogs" in the plural. The object "your mother" would have

to be in the nominativedia-sKani, which may well be preserved in Evliyatiyaskan

If the verbal form were not an optative but a subjunctive present (or future), it would
have to be something likeod-ugn-das;we would expect the "dog(s)" in the nominative
then (zogori / z0gorepi) and "your mother" in the dativedias-skang. It is clear that

this solution can be excluded. As it is not likely that Evliya could have overheard the
optative endingas we have to think of a third possibility. This is offered by GE\MTT

(l.c.) and W. BOEDER (l.c): As HEWITT states, "one sometimes finds the simple Aorist
where you would expect a subjunctive expressing a wiskyeheobor—g em—6—b3s3—9b
[goront-k® do-r-xvam-ep‘God blessed you (Pl.)’ for expected ‘God bless youlwe—
»—bgsd—sb [do-r-xvam-aifi' (cf. KiPSiDzEs grammar, 0139, § 146 and W.OBDER
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"Uber einige Anredeformen im Kaukasus", in: Georgica 11, 1988, 12 for the same
phenomenon). Like this, Evliya’sud could be a third singular aorigime(—y) xod(u)
simply, the final-u being omitted as otherwise. - In any case, we are left with the two
words miki say which can hardly be identified with "your fatherfpua-skani, and
"you", si. Instead, | would prefer to see a complex of verbal prefixes here, such as, e.g.,
mi-gi-Sa- This could consist of the compound prevenbSa-meaning "into the middle,

in between" (cf. KPSIDZES grammar, 0120), and the objective marker of the second
person,-gi-, "for you, to you", which would be coreferential to the notion sian-
"your" here. There is a difficulty, however, in the fact that the normal order of the
elements would beniSa-gi; but as KPSIDZE admits, objective markers "sometimes"
("maorma") are met with in an intermediate position within compound preverbs too
(Grammar, 0106, § 111 and 090, § 1Q@dumeuvanune). 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 secongh, th¢he "would tend

to disappear within a verb form, and, because of syncope in verbs, it is unlikely that
migiSaxod(as)even if it ever existed, would have been so pronounced" (l.c.). A diffe-
rent solution would take Evliya's <y> in sayas 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, | could only think of an inversed
complex,Ki-miSa-, Ki- being a phonetic variant of the perfective partikle- as ink'i-
miSa-mi-bogi"build a bridge for me in the middle" (IkRSiDzg, Grammar, 0121, § 120).

| wonder, however, whether the verb in question could have a subjective marker at all.
G. HEwITT again thinks of the second person objective markgr, reduced to-i-
within a complexmiki-Se-(g)i-xod(-u)"X fucked Y inside for you", withmiki "all
around" (variant omuki "kpyrom", cf. KipSIDzE, 280 / 283), which would fit quite well

with Evliya’s notation. The problem of the "pleonastic” objective marker persists like
this, however.

dilerim hag senitas eylesin glan sigir Ao Mgl il Bl e G p ks
"l wish God would turn you to stone, boy steegeni tawi nacw(l)adhatma Kwa ..(?)
Bsbo dogm, Jaso dspeegy, doge Bbme ? thani biCo, kuat mauagu, bico ¢xou
tani yawo(?) bicowohatmagafa bicowo c[u]xu? S G s a3l S a5k B

This sentence was regarded as Georgian IIE&ISTEINER, but his interpretation, which
was obviously invoked byhatmaidentified with the Georgian ergativeat-ma "the
icon", is quite improbable, at least because of the renderirigvaf'stone" bygfa and
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because of the readintac(w)lad"instead of" for 'bajwad’, which turns out to be the
vocativebic’o "oh boy", spelt as; ;- by Evliya. Although this vocative is Georgian, the
whole sentence may be Megreliah as was the casematimav'oh father" above; but

it remains hard to analyze even so. Starting from Evliya’'s translation (note that we have
eylesin,not etstinas in DANKOFF's "Glossary"”, 122), again, we may presumed sl

a combination of the word for stone, beik@a in Megrelian as in Georgian, in the
adverbial case (endingt® with a vocalic stem), and the verbal formauapu <
*macg’uapgu, meaning "he/shelit will be as a stone for me" (for the adverbial case, cp.
German "er wirdzu Stein werden"). The second person singular wouldrzgiagu-K

"you will be for me" (for the verbal forms, cf. IRSIDZEs grammar, 099). The third
person would be right if the first word i8ani "the body", which has no equivalent in
Evliya’'s translation, however. The second woydyoor 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 represents$ini, which means "right, righteous" in Megrelian and
which could be a literal equivalent of Evliyalsag. It is not certain even that we are
right in reading s tani, because there seems to be a secondt> instead of g, <n>
rather. DZIKIA’S iranscript of his manuscript hags Sati, even (125, |. 2 from below).

- "I'd beg" would bepitxia, "to wish" would be-ndom-or -natr- in Megrelian, none

of which seems to lie behind Evliya's notation. - The last two words, clearly repre-
sentingbi€’o "oh, boy" andcxou "cow", again, seem rather to belong to the following
phrase, as BKIA’s notation supposes (117: 45-46).

seni kesem S s "I'll cut you (?)" /
35 (6)a0bmeo va (n)gixodi wangi xod CEE N <

This sentence was omitted inBCHSTEINERS treatise. ZIKIA added the preceding two
words as well as the followingxmgso®o azgvardi(?) but he did not give an interpreta-
tion of the whole phrase, translating onlyapens, 61k Te6s ..", "boy, a bull .. you".
There is a difference, however, in his reading because his second word txamot
"cow" but beyo x03i "bull" for which see above; this reading can now be excluded, the
autograph showing a cleg«s to be read as[u]xu. As for the following words, we may
look for a verbal form of the rootxod-, again, as in the last but one sentence. We would
come very near to Evliya’s spelling if we could presuwaegixodiwhich would give the
whole sentence a meaning of "boy, | did not fuck (your cow)*,being the objective-
possessive marker “for, to you", again, amd being the regular negation particle.
Evliya’s -n- would have to be a secondary phonetic element developed beforg-tine
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intervocalic position, a phenomenon, which is styled "frequent” IPSKZES grammar

(07: § 3f) but which | have not noted in a verbal complex like this, so far. Note that the
kasramust belong to thes <k>, not to the;, <n>, if my solution is right.- A different
analysis could interpret the first word as the vesdba"to damage" in the first person
singular presenyorsk’, meaning "l (will) damage" (cf. KSIDzE, 285, s.v. ). As this

verb is intransitive in Megrelian (a so-called relative passive), we should expect an
indirect object in the dative, which would Bxousfor "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 esegimi domuzumi sikdigéan U5l oA o gh g3 Sit) ) gaSu

"They fucked my donkey, the boy fucked my pig" /

90937, (30)bmo gacabo 9??mgx0 gogdy gbmes dogm ?7?

ete$ (mi)xodi @rani, e ??gesi ete$ vxoda, bco

acgiwadi[ri] girin(i) ye gac(i) *aggiwad bico o 3l Gl @ (S guolas

This sentence was omitted inLBCHSTEINERS treatise too. RIKIA attributed the first
word to the preceding sentence; his interpretation was limited agaieu ' cBuHBS

... mapenp”, "a donkey or a pig ... boy" (117: 47). This rulggin = garan(i) "donkey",
gac = ges(i) "pig" and bic’o "boy" out. As the last word is in the (Georgian) vocative
again, it cannot be the subject of the verbal form expected, which, according to Evliya’'s
translation, should contain the rootod- once more. This may be concealed behind the
spellingssis and L5 (if Evliya confused> <d> and, <r> here), but the difference as
against the usual spellings deserves an explanation anyway, all the more since the
remaining elements such as the endirig the doubleac- and the conjunctionaje are

far from being clear either. My proposal is that- renders a colloquial form of the
coordinate conjunctioetesis ... eteSis meaning "wie ... so ...",1ax ... kak ...", and
thatyerepresents an elemeetmeaning "thus". The whole sentence could mean "In the
way you fucked (my) donkey, in this way | shall fuck (your) pig, boy", if the first verbal
form were an aoriskodi "you fucked" ormixodi"you fucked for me" and the second
were an optativerxoda”l shall fuck” or gixoda"l shall fuck for you". "They fucked for
me" would bemixodes and "he fucked for me'mixodug. - Several different solutions
are possible; for examplegg- could represent the preved§m/p— acok- meaning
“forward" ("Bmepenm, mpousn": KIPSIDZE, Grammar, 0118), and the verb in question
could be-xvad-"to meet" which, in comparison with Georgiaxvedr; may well have
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had a root finatr- earlier #-xvadr-), matching with Evliya’s notation.
gel adam yagitme qoyun ekmek yeyelim ph ST (58 4w L, rj Js

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

wai Cai, doryira [nu] midaul, shuri, Kobali o¢’k’omu

390 (og ? @abx o6 dgmg—gs—nmp Fbmd0 Jmdsmo mggmdo

vai Clie ? dinzir, mele-va-ub, Sxuri, Kobali oc’k'omi

way cay dén[e]cir mélawh [u]3[e]xuri kobal(i) ocqom(i)

35l Q38 ol Jie s Slrly

According to DZIKIA (113), -5 is @ misspelling forz.> woxo6 dizir "noxuncs”. As the
o <n>is perfectly clear in the autograph, this may rathedgir, which would be a
second person singular aorist = imperative "lie down" too, although Evliya’s vocali-
zations suggest the transitidensire "lay (sb.) down". BEICHSTEINERS dorgira would
be the action noun "lying down", which he seems to analyze as a complement of
"midaub” (= melawlifor 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 follo-

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

gel adam ¢ur peynir ekmek ygurd yeyelim (St 353858 eS| iy skl aol S
"come man sit let's eat cheese bread yoghurt"
wai Cai, (!!) ‘wali, Kobali, marcweni a’k’omu
300 oy (?) @ebemo, g3sea, Jrmdseo, 3s6fzgbo mggmd(o)
wai clie (?) doxodi,*vali, Kobali, marcveni acc’k’om(i).
way cay daxodi goli kopal(i) marcwan(i) ocgom(i)
poim ) Olsg o JusS U 25515 lr il
For all words appearing here, see above. The verbal form will represent the second
person singular imperative "eat", again. Note takodi"sit down", which is missing

in BLEICHSTEINERS treatise, andjoli = *vali have a clearly indicated final, and that
kobali "bread" is written with a_ <p> instead of a. <b>.

don beri 6p beni babay basiygin olsun 08 Hemml SLL o Ch 6 093

"Turn this way, kiss me, by your father's head"
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gadmobrunde / damikodg) mama(w), da(h)ar Congu(r)

3303661, 33339, 8585 3 (0)GBgds— 27

gadmobrunde, dam&c’e, mama dag(ix’eba-0??

gadmobrundé damaqgoce mama *dagércep (¢ s SISLL e il gl g 05 9238

As BLEICHSTEINER (102: 47-48) and BIKIA (124) correctly stated, this sentence is not
Megrelian but Georgian. BXIA was also right that BEICHSTEINERS interpretation of

the third formula agnama(w) da(h)lar Congu(r) "Vater spiel die Zither" is far from
being probable. BIKIA’S own proposal (128) is the Georgian blessmgma dagicés

lit. "may (your) father be sustained for you", which is convincing semantically in the
given context. A crucial point remains, however, in Evliya’s spelling of the last word to
be rendered adagercepgu. One solution | see is that we have not an optative (= aorist
subjunctive) here but a future subjunctive which woulddag(i)rcebodesand which
might have been spelts ;.= S5 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 final ,. <s> would be missing in this case, anyhow. WOHBER (l.c) proposes to
explain this by assuming that the person referred torlayna“father" is identical with

the speaker so that the verbal form could be a first person singalircebode"ich,

dein Vater, moge dir erhalten bleiben" (for such cases, cf. his paper "Verbal person
marking, noun phrase and word order in Georgian", in: Configurationality, ed. L.
MARACz / P. MUYSKEN, Dordrecht 1989, 178). - A second, perhaps more probable
solution, would take the word in question as a third singular futlagirceba"he will

be sustained for you", additionally marked with a suffixalas 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 fiaabf the verbal form and the
-o-marker rendered byg-, cp. Evliya’s writing puro¢c@uli of the Georgian word for
"pomegranate"broc’euli.
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Circassian:
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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 equivalents.
In addition to DANKOFF's transcription of the vocalization markg,is used for afatha
representing a high vowel.

Turkish meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) v 1 ) 3Bl ) zI 3

3bI 2 IS the attributive form of the numeral "one" in Adyge and Kabardian. Evliya’s
spelling could also represent the quantitative numerale "once", cf. already BeICH-
STEINER (119: 3), but the vocalization of this and most of the following entries speaks
in favour of the cardinal number.

(iki) vy 2 t'u, tu Tly t*a tfulqu S

Evliya's spelling obviously represents an earlier or dialectal variant of today’s Adyge
and Kabardian standard forms; cp., e.g., A.Kc&ov, Etimologiceskij slovar’ adygskix
(Cerkesskix) jazykov, [II]I1-1, Moskva 1977, 86 f. who noteslkaljur, i.e. t°'qWs, as the
form of the Xakwa-dialect. Cf. already IEICHSTEINER (119: 2), who quotes
E(RCKERTS) Abadzex and Sapgdforms. There seems a secoddmmarmark of u-
vocalization as expected by the authentic forms to be present abovg léteer. -
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"Twice" would bertlo / Tley, i.e.t'we / few,

(tc) v 3 $ IIIBI ) S -
"Three times" would bemp s'e.

(dort) ¥ 4 p‘A%s L1l b1 pts pli]h[h] ay
"Four times" would beaials p#’e.

(bes) o 5 tfu Tdrl / TXysI tTo / t°X% t[u]ffe (?) 4;3.“

Here, Evliya’s material is clearly recognizable as Adyge (West-Circassian), not Kabar-
dian, because of the regular correspondance between Adyge Kabardiarx®. - "Five
times" would berds / Txys tfe / tx°g which could be indicated by Evliya' (fatha

plus final h) if this is intended.

(altr) s 6 he XBI X9 Sl =

-

As BLEICHSTEINER pointed out, h erinnert stark arg'. He possibly thought of the
characteristic sibilant of the Pashto language in Afghanistan, which is something
betweery and y, too, and which is sometimes spelt gk)kh- as in the name of the
language itselfRPakkhtq. - "Six times" would bex» xe.

(yedi) v 7 blo 61161 bls b[i]h ok
"Seven times" would bémns ble.
(sekiz) A 8 I, Jjo " Vo yi =

"Eight times" should bgein both written languages but the form is not contained in the
dictionaries.

(doquz) a 9 bgu orey / 6reyer bg% b[u]gu P

"Nine times" would bebérvo / 6reys bg°e which, again, seems to be excluded by
Evliya’s spelling usingdamma only.

(on) v 10 P’y mmler / mmler p°Ss / P plilsl =

"Ten times" would bermmls p’§e / nuils p°s “e. Possibly, Evliya’s . <s> is a mis-
spelling for & <§>. The Turkish equivalent is clearly the numerdll0", notv. "20" as
in DANKOFF's treatise, the horizontal stroke not belonging to the first digit but to the
Circassian word above askasra - BLEICHSTEINER discusses the words..! < allah
ismi "der Name Gottes" following after this entry with no Circassian equivalent and
states that "God" should be something lifea. Possibly, Evliya meant the wontkisr
pS ‘9 "kua3p" here, which surely, notably in the expressioidrsry-ya-nmu "mercy, o
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Lord", could be used as an address of God, too (the expression as a whole was borrowed
into Ossetic, cf. V.I. BAEV, Istoriko-etimologceskij slovar osetinskogo jazyka, 3,
1979, 219tabuafsi Compare Russiatitacu-60[r]). If Evliya meant this word, he could

have added it to the numeral "10" because of its similar sounding. But note that there is
enough space for a Circassitive or the like betweemisi andallah ismi.

ekmek st "bread" ¢€ako xlakwy /mlakxwsys € “ag® /S ad’e caqu sl

Today’s usual word for "bread" in Adyge isansirsy habg®o.

su s 'water" p's TICBI [O) p[i]s! -
et ! "meat" lg  w-m ?w1-m ? i-l ?a-1 ? i 2] ? J
If Evliya really wrote Ji = ill here (the reading is not sure), this must be a possessive

form of the word for "meat”, the stem of which is simptyr Is in the written languages.
This could bea-n il or s1-1 8l, both meaning "his, her, its meat". The difference in both
forms lies in the distinction of alienable and non-alienable possession. Preferably,
Evliya’'s form is the non-alienabler-i1 ol. The spelling withtaSdded | is noteworthy,

but cf. the third and fourth entry to follow.

peynir = 'cheese" go(j) kwyae/kxwyen (°aje/d°e; qoye N
xinar s> "pig” go KBO / KXBYD g°e / g°e go S
goyun osd "sheep" mel M3 mel mel[l]

keci s> "goat” p¢en musHer / 65 pC “erp / bZzen p[ilcen[n] P

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

quzu 409 "lamb"  &ne  mreems / mprE®  %Hne / S'one  sine o
at <! "horse" % 1B 52} Sily] o
esek S "donkey" $d5  mibImbl / ki Sotb / d sidi e
qatir b "mule”  kadbr ? KbbIIBIp-XD ? gpdbr-xe ?  qadirge FERRY

The -ge, whose meaning was "unerfindlich" toLBCHSTEINER could be the plural
morphem-xe. As for the word-final vocalism, there is no difference in marking as
against, e.g.sine"lamb”, the-e being written withfatha plus. <h> in both cases. The
first vowel in the word is clearly indicated as arby fatha pluss alif, so that this might
represent an older form of the word, vigadbr, still closer to Turkishgatir which is
assumed to be its original; cp. J. VLAPROTH'S "Kaukasische Sprachen”, 237, who
noteskadir as a "Tat[ar]" loanword for Circassian.
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kiglk domuz 34,3 Sexs8 "piglet” g'olou oy lew lew 3y

The form is not "verstimmelt" asLBICHSTEINER meant (120: 23). Both the Adyge-
Russian dictionary Anpira63sm m3sxad rymieilans / Tolkovyj slovar adygejskogo
jazyka, Majkop 1960, 390) and the Kabardian-Russian dictionary (Kabardinsko-russkij
slovar’ / Kea03pmen-Y psic cioBaps, Moskva 1957, 245) contain a worcby with the
meaning ¢suHbs, mopocenok", the Kabardian form being marked as obsoleter.").
BLEICHSTEINERS Kabardiang'olou, which he obviously owed to L. QPATINSKIJS
Russko-kabardinskij slovar’ (Tiflis 1890, lzéoloy), is likely to be a compoun@mno-

a9y q°e-lew"pig-piglet”, cp.qo above.

bir ta’amdir kim ga abazalarsjlxirci dirler Aoz romls oL ST S sl
"a food which the Abkhazians cagilxirci” gomil
I'bOMBLI / I'bYDMBLID g°emal / g°emsle gomil Jo o

Adyg. reombrn g°emdl is "nuia, npomososscTBre” in general as well asgboposkHas
nutia” in particular (Tolkovyj slovar’, 71). Kabardianeysmuns g°emgle is "nposu-
ant" according to the Russian-Kabardian dictionary (Russko-kabardioskasskij
slovar’ / Ypeic-kb309paen-mpazkac cioBapb, Moskva 1955, 636; the form is missing
in the Kabardian-Russian dictionary).

(edepde) cpraq filan edeyimpw\ oY 5 b oo "(begging pardon) I'll fuck the mare”
$bzx-dha juwaka ? IBI036I / IBIO3 .. ? $Sbz / bz ..

sibzi ¢ixa yuwaka élf\b; Lo (g
Except for the word for "mare'inse16361 $b2 / 16163 $bz no part of this entry can
be verified in the published dictionariesLBCHSTEINERS proposal that¢ha' has to be
identified withmsxss § ‘ye / mxss § ‘he "head" is not convincing. His assumption that
the verbal prefixes point to a second person agent and that the erglimgirks a
preterite form is right, however. Note that the secatiflin yuwakay is very faint.

yogurd s,s4 "yoghurt" S'e-gepCag(e) (DEETERY meresnilars / mos mmla
§'egepcag / Se péa segebcay o as

From the Adyge and Kabardian forms given here (taken from the Russian-Adyge
dictionary, Russko-adygejskij slovar¥psic-ageire rymisilans, Moskva 1960, and the
Russian-Kabardian dictionary, s.poctoksaima) it is clearly the first one which is
represented by Evliya's spelling. As against his own guessesiCBSTEINER quoted
D(EeTERY for the right analysis: The form has to be divided intde "milk" and
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gepc’ag as the participle form of a verb. The verb in question means "to let sth. become
sour" and is given in the preterite form asreamilars o-gepciag in the Adyge-
Russian dictionary (92); so what we have here is the preterite participle, not the present
participle as with BEICHSTEINER The Kabardian form contains the same verb, albeit not

in the causative (with Adyge prefixea- ge) but as an intransitive "to become sour"; the
meaning is "milk that has become sour" as against the Adyge "milk that has been let
become sour".

bal Jt "honey" Sowu mwoy / do S°ew /fo  so[w]u[w] Iy

Note the regular sound correspondance between Adyge S° and Kabardianp f.
Evliya’s form is clearly recognizable as a West Circassian one again.

getir 5 "bring" (kK0) x®a ? ga? ga )
The Adyge Tolkovyj slovar’ (271) givegsa ga not only as a verbal prefix meaning
"hither" (croma) but also as a separate word meaning "givei#) which might be iden-
tical with the prefix, cp. German "her (damit)!". The explicit form for "bring!" would be
xkbeicoT Opsef (lit. "bring-to-me"), used as an equivalent &twa in the dictionary.
BLEICHSTEINER erroneously thinks of the verb "to go" (confusing Turkigktir and
gider).

nerede idj s o205 "Where were you?" tode usi‘ag
ThIE yiubllars-a / qpus yusilamn-a tode w-S 9°a-g-a / dene @-S '9°a-5'-a
téd(e) w(1)aga(?) EEPEC

In comparison with the following item, the verbal form present here seems to be
vocalized in the way that there is a fin@ which can easily be explained as the interro-
gative markera used in the literary Adyge language; cf. elgB. Porasa / 3.11. Kl»-

PaIID (KERASEVA), Ansira63sm urpammatuk / Grammatika adygejskogo jazyka, Kras-
nodar/Majkop 1966, 354 with examples such aseige kBoKlIbirn-a tade ge-Rg-a
"where did it (the snow) arise from" showing that this particle is even used in connec-
tion with interrogative pronouns such asio» "where". In the verbal form noted by
Evliya, this would leave the as a reflex of the verbal endings -g to be expected in

the preterite. As against today’s form of the verb "to be, to live", Adygelsu S ‘5%en

there seems to be no indication of the glottal stop forming the central consonant of the
root. It is less probable that in Evliya’s form, tigecould substitute the radicahlthough
some scholars think that the glottal stop here reflects an atslgii.e. g°; cp. AGIROV'S
etymological dictionary, where dialectal forms are discussed too (2, 150). In Evliya’s
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notation, the consonant of the verbal prefixe- -5 - seems to be indicated by <s>
plus fatha rather than by <> without vocalization.

evde idim pad o250 "l was at home't-un se-sag
THYHD chIllbIlars / muyH® chimbllarg ti-une 9-8 ‘°a-g / di-une -8 v°a-§*

tiwne ss(1)aq(i] S g5

As against BEICHSTEINER the correct form for "our house" is ntunebut tuyne t'-

une here clearly indicated by kasrabelow the.. <t>, because a house is an alienable
possession. BEICHSTEINER was right, however, in assuming that (in his transcript,

-se which is not better) should be part of the following verbal form, viz. the first person
singular prefix. For the spelling with, cf. the preceding item as well as the following
one. The final vowel mark could indicate the remainder of a forredn the preterite
suffix yielding T, i.e. -g < *-ge as it is generally assumed in Adyge grammar, cf.
RoGAVA /| KERASEVA, 181. By the way, we should expect the oblique cassasm
tiune-m,for "in our house", but then seems to be missing.

(edepde) sek fian etdim (domuz) 55053 adsh U Lt oyl
"(begging pardon) | fucked the donkey (pig)"$d $-pfic>6g  IIBIABI CHIIIBCHITD
S B-pen-g sidi spesiq[o] St (b

As mreinbt $0b "donkey" is clear, the finals of sidisshould be regarded as the verbal
prefix belonging to the following verbal form, cf. alreadyBCHSTEINER(121: 31). The
verb itself, given ag‘ic’ by BLEICHSTEINERafter TRUBETZKOY, cannot be verified in the
published dictionaries. Starting from Evliya’s spelling, we could thinkiat-sra pas-

an "to sit (upon)" ormac-eia p'essn "to sit (before)”, both being used in a metaphorical
way; cp. German "besteigen". According to GEWATT (letters dated 11.9./15.9.91), the
actual verb ip’esan, however. The form in question then mustde-nlscu-rv(3) -
p’esg(e) Compare the fifth entry to follow, too. For the preterite suffix, cp. the
preceding items; the vocalization mark seems to lia@ma,here. - Note that Evliya
adds the wordlomuz'pig" after his Turkish sentence; R.ADKOFF (letter dated 3.7.91)
proposes that Evliya understood the fingb as the word for "pig". BEICHSTEINERS

explanation that thislomuzrepresents the comment of a scribe cannot be maintained
anymore.

xos geldp SAS o5 "welcome" S'9-fa-sap-

milydacamnmu (?) §°%-fes-a-pSay ? stfasapli]s(i) ? Glele 5
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For this entry, BEICHSTEINERquoted RUBETZKOY according to whom this is a complex
§'5-fa-sap-$ meaning "euch sei gutes Glick" and containing the second person plural
marker S's, i.e. Adyge mrpy- S%- (as against Kabardiakber- fa-). Neither TRU-
BETZKOY'S translation nor the grammatical statement can be taken for granted, however.
On the basis of today’s sources, we have to start from a erdnmu fesaps 'i given

in the dictionaries withnpuseTrctBue "greeting” as its Russian equivalent (cf. the
Tolkovyj slovar’, 596); theAnpirs-ypoic rymsilans / Adygejsko-russkij slovar by
JK.A. IIIbAYK'BO (SAOV, Majkop 1975) translates it even witd6po moxxamosats",

l.e. "welcome” (360). The question is, how this word has to be analyzed itself and whet-
her it can be combined with a second person plural prefixrRsBETzZKOY proposed. |

don’'t see that it can mean something like "gutes Glick" as it is, which would be
HaceImbIly Nagpas™ instead (given with the meaningdactauseiin” in the Tol-

kovyj slovar’, 420). This consists of the word for "luckfaceir nagp®, which is hardly
anything else but Arabioasib "portion, (good) fortune”, and the postponed adjective
mly $% "good". Fordacammu, we have to compare a second word meaningzaier,
npuBetTcTBre” instead, namelyulydac $%sfes (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 mfly "good" and an elemeriesidentical with

the first part ofdscammu. Although fesis not attested as a single word anywhere -
Adyge doc meaning "fez" excludes itself, of course - we can suppose that it is a
substantivebacamm may then represent a syntagma comparable to the expression
Tabbly-ya-iiel "mercy, o Lord" as mentioned above. | wonder whether such a syn-
tagma 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 inalienable. So |
propose that Evliya'sufesapisrepresents a wordilydacanmu instead, containing not

the simplexfesbut the compounduilydac. As for Evliya’'s entry, it is not clear whether

he intended to write the last syllable gs -pis or as __.; -psi(y)

gidelim .5 "let's go” tak'on TeikloH  t9-k™®e-n tfulgon OB

BLEICHSTEINER was right in positingtsk’on as the first person plural of the second
future of the rootklo- -k™e-"to go". There is but a minor problem in Evliya’s spelling

of the first syllable where au-vowel is clearly indicated bgammaplus , <w>. As no
preverb-u- seems to exist in Circassian, this must be due to some kind of sporadic
"umlaut" caused by the followingk’o-; such "anticipations" of labial vowels are often
present in Evliya’s notations.

gitmem s "l won't go" so-kon-ef ceixlonsn so-ke-ne-p siqonep s
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(edepde) sek fian edici sosf W Ssf o1 "(begging pardon) one who fucks donkeys"
$d-C'e piic’e mbige! 3bi-lacer ? b -pep ?  sidi s(1)-pesr EEERORe

As against BEICHSTEINER the final-s of sidisis more easily explained as the prefix of

a relative agent in a so called participle form, meaning "who (does sth.)". This requires
the verb to be transitive which is true for the verlesn as G. HEWITT confirms (letter
dated 11.9.91)%d "donkey" has no plural marker so that a translation "one who fucks
a donkey" would fit better for the Circassian sentence.

pust wsy Catamite” guasa ? ?? ?? wast ? ey

BLEICHSTEINERS proposal to think of a word for "whore" is not convincing, all the more
since for hisguaga, betterg®as‘e (ryamp), only positive meanings such agd'1xna,
CBEKpOBB, cympyra" are given in the dictionaries.

edebde &lideji filan edeyim podl Mo Sally ool
"(begging pardon) I'll fuck your mother'u-jane gud $-wak ysu» (?) rymsr (?) ca- (?)
Wo-jane gua s-e-(?) uyane gudi sewée) S5 Sk f

uyaneis not the usual form of "your mother" in Adyge today; cp. the Tolkovyj slovar’
which givesusr ng for "mother” (422), leading toyu un for "your mother". But the
same dictionary hasu yan for "his mother" (678), too, which might have begane
earlier; cp. Kabardiamua» ane "mother" (Kabardian-Russian dictionary, 18). Maybe
uyanereflects this form marked with the second person possessive prefix additionally.
As for gudb "cunnus" cf. RUBETzKOY apud BEICHSTEINER (123: 37); the form cannot
be verified in today’s printed sources but appears IARROTH'S "Kaukasische Spra-
chen" (236) in the forngut sewékmay represent the same verbyasvakay above, but
with a first person singular agent prefig-( si-) and in the present, not in the preterite.
In this case, Evliya’s spelling with &asra instead of afatha in the root remains
noteworthy.

senden gorgarmiyim nigin sfylemem et oo e l8 30 Vil

"Should | fear you? Why shouldn’t | say?" (u-)$ha s-$na, 9d Kasmyva
ey HaCIIbIHA, ChIT PICMBIKBlyars? (?) §%-fe-s-§'%9n-a, 9d fe-s-m-g*a-g? (?)
stifacinas)d fesmuaga (?) flas is llad

BLEICHSTEINER was probably right in analyzingina as s-$na, i.e. c-pina s-$'gna
meaning "do | fear" in a question. The first word, now to be reagidainstead ofsga,
cannot besha "head" but is rather the "versional" prefiks fe combined with the
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marker of a second person plurakpy- $%-, thus meaning "for you" or, in the given
context, "from you".sid must beceig $5d "what", thes- being due to a (perseverating?)
misspelling rather than a dialectal variant, cp. Kabardiam, st, too. The final verbal
form is not completely clear. As for the root, this seems to be a variant of Adyge -I
-°e-"to speak”, namely a form like Xakakslysr g°engiven in S\GIROV's etymolo-
gical dictionary (2, 159). This would yield usmuq®@ as a preterite forms-ny-g°a-g

"I did not speak (it)".fe- could be the "versional" prefix again, which in connection with
the interrogative pronoun could have meant something like "what didn’t | speak it for";
but DEETERS(apud B.EICHSTEINER, 38) was right in expecting a participle construction
like ar ssda afosmpkveryr for today, to be paraphrased as "what (is it) that | should not
speak that for?" If the construction as proposed here was possible at Evliya’'s times, we
still keep missing the modal component.

edepde avradi filan edeyimues, L Sols3f «3t “(begging pardon)lll fuck your wife”
u-8az -pic’ ymreys camlsc ? Wo-$9Z s-e-fes?  (W)USIZ SepgB Sy
Note thaty-mpy3 Wo-5%z "your wife" has the marker of inalienable possession. For the

verb which seems to be in the present tense here, see above; kastiasvritten below
the _ <p>, cp.sewékabove.

niclin boyle yava soylersin xirsiz e el o5l aligd (g2
"Why are you swearing like this, thief?" ssda p“va tegu ceima dookslya (?) TeIrby
sd-a b-we-g°-a (?) tag% sida fewga tgu 356 B L

ceiga dais a variant oksin $5d "what" as above, enlarged with the interrogatiorzal

For fe-w-g°-a cp. fesmuqga, 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 uncomposeasy t5g°%, the
dictionaries give the meaningdposctso”, not "Bop"; but SAGIROV in his etymological

dictionary seems to considesdp” as the original meaning. Maybe, this was still
preserved in Evliya’'s time.

cadi kopek eti ye ¢4l o8 ool "Witch, eat dog meat” udehel v
yabl, xp3J71(b1) X6l 7 Wodb, he-IB) $x% ? udé xél (1)&,? AN

While yopr wodb "witch" andxean he-Ig) "dog meat" are clear, the verbal form should
be mixsr $¥% "eat", possibly written as only. Unlessle- be a prefix or the like - the
reading is not beyond doubt -, it could be due to some kind of liaison with the preceding
X211, €.g. in a formhelg)Sxg) where the medial vowel could be the remnant of the
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original final vowel ofner Is "meat" normally lost in composition. But cp. the following
entry:

kopek etin sen yersin ba ye dersin 03 6 1K e o il KosS
"You eat the dog meat, you tell me to eat" o hel ugw, sd se o ksuva
0 xb311 ommxsl (?), cein coyrymsilarsa (?)  we he-l w-e-8%, d se-w-g8s 'a°a-g-a (?)

we xel we,séd[1] s(e) wg(u)s(a)xa(?) by oo 25 J5)
The initial ; weis the second person singular pronoors we, and has to be separated
from xel = hel "dog meat" for which compare the last entwes must represent a verbal
form meaning "you eat" in the present for which we should expactsr w-e-S% "you
are eating (it)"; as for the spelling of the roatrx- -$x- cp. the last entry. The rest of
the sentence is more problematicalséd-represents the interrogative pronotsi(a)
$d(a) once again, as IEICHSTEINER assumed, the followings must belong to the
following verbal complex as the first person singular prefix. According to the sense, this
must be the oblique object marker, the subject of the verb being the second person
singular. In the way proposed here, the whole complex wouldslye cayrymisilars-a
d se-w-g3s ‘'9°a-g-a, i.e. "what (or: why) did you say (that) to me?" If this is correct,
there are some different readings necessaryk#sea should not belong to thed- but
to the-s, whereas thed- should have aukun, not thes. The vowel sign above theaw
in the second word should not befatha but adamma giving it the sound ofw)u-, and
the -s- with sukun (;.) should be as- (). The finalxa seems to represent the preterite
marker, ¥5 -g, plus the interrogative particlea again. BEICHSTEINER thinks of the
other word for "speaking", -lo-, which we had fasmuqgg andfewqa,above, but this
leaves at least theys- unexplained.

nicuin baga pust dersin D gy 1K Vg "Why do you call me a catamite?"
db-sha Kusdva ceim ??KbbIcOOKBlya? (?)  Sd ??0gp-se-w-e-fa? (?)
sid ushh (?) qusew(u)ga (0 by Lab e S

As against BEICHSTEINER usihh is not likely to be a reflex ofiusxss She "head"
because the parallel he had foundsiifaabove has to be dismissed. Instead, we have
to look for a word for "catamite”, here; can we think gichbirss- *asge "pacmnoio-
xusmmics"? The word final consonants seem to be a ligattine = rather thantas-
dided -h- , which does not help. The verb can bestys- -g*e- "to say", once again,

as in fesmugg and fewga, above, with an additional prevenbsei- G- "hither”, the
whole verbal complex meaning something like "(why) do you say .. in my direction?".



