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Language contact in spoken Ottoman:
Observations on graphic syncretism
in a Karamanli book (1718)

MATTHIAS KAPPLER

1. Theoretical framework

Research concerning language contacts in spoken Ottoman varieties is rare. High
Ottoman, with its enormous share of Persian and ultimately Arabic lexical elements,
and its partially Indo-European syntactic structure thanks to the influence of Per-
sian, is certainly a contact language par excellence, but it does not present the ap-
propriate sources for an analysis of colloquial speech, since it does not represent a
spoken linguistic variety at all. However, spoken Ottoman has never been ousted
by literary Ottoman; on the other hand, “one spoken Ottoman” does not exist, but
rather a multitude of sociolects, dialects, ethnolects, and religiolects (for this term
see below), featuring a situation which is much more complex than simply “diglos-
sic” (cf. Johanson 1989).

During a project within the framework of linguistic ecology, the use of the so-
called transcription texts was suggested to examine spoken urban varieties in 17th
century Istanbul (Csat6 et al. 2016).Transcription texts are Ottoman Turkish texts
in non-Arabic alphabets; the traditional use of the term was confined to texts in
Latin characters, first of all from the 17th and 18th centuries, i.e. the Middle Otto-
man period, but it was extended to any non-Arabic written text, such as Turkish in
the Greek, Armenian, Hebrew, Syrian or Georgian alphabets (Hazai 1990). Most of
these texts reflect spoken varieties of Ottoman, because the motivation of their
composition was purely practical: transcription of dialogues for travelers or mis-
sionaries; grammars and dictionaries; religious material for practical use in church
liturgy and at home; letters and songs etc. Moreover, some phonetic features of the
language can be detected better than from the consonantal Arabic script. However,
it must be said that there are also many sources in Arabic characters reflecting spo-
ken Ottoman, even some poetical genres, excluding the largest part of the high-
style Ottoman gazel and gaside-poetry, but including, for instance, erotic poems
in the sehr-engiz or mesnevi tradition.

Approaches, such as the aforementioned project on linguistic ecology, that aim
to individuate and analyze the various codes of a multicultural environment like
Istanbul, inevitably deal with language contact. Choosing the example of Turkish
texts written in the Greek alphabet by and for the Turkophone Christian popula-
tion both in Asia Minor and the Balkans (the so-called Karamanlidika, or Kara-
manli texts), I intend to combine the ecological factor with two other theoretical
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approaches. One of them is Hary & Wein’s (2013) application of Jewish-defined
languages to Christian and Muslim contexts. Hary & Wein assume that Jewish va-
rieties in different languages (such as Judeo-Arabic, Judeo-Italian, or Jewish Eng-
lish), named by these researchers as “religiolects”, show special religion-defined
features, namely, among others: (a) the use of the Hebrew alphabet, deriving from
the high prestige of the language in which the holy scriptures are written; (b) many
lexical copies from Hebrew; (c) sometimes the development of distinct, “unintel-
ligible” spoken forms, as well as migrated or displaced dialectisms, and archaisms
(Hary & Wein 2013, 90-93). It is true that Ottoman religiolects do not show some
of the above mentioned characteristics typical of Jewish religiolects, such as the de-
velopment of their own linguistic varieties, and in some cases Karamanli texts, in
contrast to most other texts in non-Arabic scripts, do not reflect spoken language
at all, but simply transcribe High Ottoman written literary varieties. Nevertheless,
most Karamanli sources display many features which make these texts clearly reli-
gion-defined; first of all, the use of the alphabet and of lexical copies from the li-
turgical language, Greek. A further criterion for its definition as a religiolect could
probably be the presence of displaced dialectisms, because of the migration of large
groups of the Turkophone Christian population from Inner Anatolia and the Bal-
kans to Istanbul during the 19th century, although it is not clear if the relevant dia-
lectal forms have migrated only in written form or if they were also present in a
kind of spoken Ottoman-Christian koine. A clear advantage of Karamanli texts,
and another common feature with Jewish religiolects, again in contrast to other
transcription texts, especially in the Latin script, is that the authors of the text were
almost without exception native speakers of Turkish.

The other approach that I consider to be helpful here is borrowed from religious
studies, and concerns the concept of syncretism. Syncretistic structures develop be-
cause of the interaction and, eventually, the confluence of entities or systems that
were originally independent from each other, creating a new system which, in its
final stage, we might call symbiosis (Colpe 1997, 42-43). The Karamanli religiolect,
as I now tentatively call it here, is a clear case of syncretistic writing, with the con-
fluence of various writing and language systems, and the subsequent symbiotic cre-
ation of a new, though very composite writing and cultural system. This system is,
as a matter of course, particularly exposed to contact, since it is the result of contact.

Concluding and summarizing the theoretical part of this contribution, we might
say that the intent to analyze spoken Ottoman varieties within the framework of
their geocultural, multilingual and multireligious environment leads to the individ-
uation of sources which present syncretistic features, in order to permit insight into
contact phenomena in relation with the surrounding codes anf systems. Among
texts composed in religion-defined varieties, so-called religiolects, the Karamanli
texts (except for a small number of them featuring a High Ottoman variety) seem
particularly appropriate for this, because, as opposed to many transcription texts
in Latin characters, the authors were native speakers of Turkish; moreover, a large
portion of these texts are translations from religious works in the prestige language
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Greek, which makes contact analysis particularly suitable. The target language of
these translations, Turkish, not being the prestige-language in question, is thus
free from orthographic or stylistic constraints (again excluding texts' that imitate
a High Ottoman literary variety), and may serve as a valuable reflection of a spo-
ken contact code.

2. Methodology and source of the data
2.1 Language contacts and Karamanlidika

Research into contact-induced phenomena in transcription texts is still in its in-
fancy; a very interesting case has been presented recently by Heidi Ste.in (201.6),
who analyzed syntactic copies in a 17th-century Italian grammar of Turkish, which
are also present in Modern Turkic varieties under heavy contact influence, such as
Gagauz or Cypriot Turkish. In the case of Karamanlidika, contact-relevant research
has been concentrated on comparative graphic analysis (Kappler 2003, 328-35; Irak-
leous 2013, 81-88); less has been done on issues concerning other linguistic levels
(but cf. Arslan-Kechriotis 2009 for a syntactic analysis)." In a very interesting re-
cent article, Brendemoen (2016) also argues for the use of Karamanli texts as sources
for spoken Ottoman and for the analysis of phenomena resulting from contact with
Greek, providing syntactic examples as well. The opportunity offered by Karam.an~
lidika (and perhaps by other Ottoman religiolects) lies also in their geogrgphlc.al
distribution: initially a phenomenon of Inner Anatolia, Karamanli syncretistic writ-
ing spread over the West of Asia Minor to Istanbul and from there to South—Eas'tern
Europe. The Turkophone Christian populations of the Balkans used books written
in Greek characters throughout the 18th and until the late 19th century (Balta et al.
2013, 49-51); after that an intense production of books in the Cyrillic alphabet be-
gan, but probably on the model of the former Karamanli tradition (Kappler.zou).
For this reason, the analysis of language contact phenomena in Karamanli texts
concerns not only Asia Minor, but can be extended to South-Eastern Europe as
well. Moreover, most of the texts in the 19th century were produced in the melting-
pot Istanbul, i.e. in an environment where different codes and dialec‘ts. were alrea.dy
converging. For the same reason, some of the aforementioned “displaced dia-
lectisms” which can be detected in Karamanli texts come from both areas, Anato-
lia and the Balkans. With the same methodological approach, we can extend our
research to other graphically syncretistic varieties in South-Eastern Europe, even
outside the Turkic realm, such as Bosnian, or Muslim-defined (Aljamiado) Greek

in Crete and Epirus.

' On some aspects of linguistic research on Karamanlidika see Kappler (2006; 2016).
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2.2 The source: The first printed Karamanli book

I will not go so far this time, within the limited framework of the present contribu-
tion. I only want to show one text example on which we can tentatively conduct the
proposed analysis, since it fulfils all the criteria I have mentioned before: religiolect
and syncretistic writing, reflection of spoken Ottoman written by a (probably) na-
tive speaker, or at least with intermediation of a native speaker, and geographical
distribution from Asia Minor to South-Eastern Europe. Moreover, the text I am go-
ing to present contains both the text in the prestige- and source-language Greek, and
the Turkish translation, thus facilitating the comparative analysis. I am talking about
the first ever printed Karamanli book, AndvOiopa ¢ Xpiotiavicic Miorewc |/
KiovA{dpt Iudve Meoyi (Giilzar-i Iman-i Mesihi), printed in 1718, probably in Istan-
bul (cf. Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, 3-10). A second edition of the book appeared in
1743 in Amsterdam (cf, Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, 11-12), exhibiting, according to
Salaville & Dalleggio (1958, 1), a slightly different, more progressive morpho-pho-
nology, and a third one was printed in 1803 by the Patriarchal printing-house in the
Phanar (Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, 114-16). Finally, a fourth edition was produced
by the famous Karamanli author, editor and translator Evangelinos Misailidis in 1883
in Istanbul, including the original prologue (Salaville & Dalleggio 1974, nr. 214).
The Greek text was (re?)translated or edited (Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, 9) by
Neophytos, Metropolitan of Nafpaktos and Arta, Exarch of Aitolia (1656-1740), as
we learn from the first edition (AmavBiopa 1st ed., 1/2).> We actually do not know
if Neophytos himself was the translator or if he edited the book together with an
anonymous native speaker of Turkish. The second and third editions, however, do
not mention the original translator or editor, whose name is systematically removed.
In the third edition the book is presented as a work by a person with the initials
“B.I” (AmdvBiopa 3rd ed., 5). Interestingly enough, the bio-geographical context of
this edition is transposed from South-Eastern Europe (Aitolia and Epirus) to Asia
Minor, since “B.I” adds a dedication to Kyrill, Exarchos of Lykaonia, and “Saint of
Ikonion” (Konya; AndvBioua 3rd ed., 3). The target, however, remains Anatolia:
Neophytos, in the first edition, presents his book as a didactic tool not only for re-
ligious notions, but also for the Greek language, which “in Asia has been totally
lost” (AndvBiopa 1st ed., I/11: “eic 5 v doiav kaBohov £xabn / avatol TapagQvtd
loa kiovAAryetév (ayi dAti [anatoli tarafinda isa kiilliyeten zayi oldi]”). He contin-
ues: “That’s why the Christians living in Asia have come to such a barbarity that
they have lost not only the sciences, but also their true and inherited language, and
acquired instead the Turkish language, which they write and read with Greek
letters”* Nevertheless, the impact of the book was not limited to Asia Minor: we

* As the book is bilingual exhibiting a page per page alternation (each page in Greek alter-
nates with a page in Turkish), all references to the text are given by two page numbers separated
by a slash, where the first number refers to the Greek, and the second one to the Turkish text.

* Our translation follows the Greek text, the Turkish one being almost identical: “Kal S
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know that it was used already in 1730, i.e. only twelve years after the first edition,
for linguistic exercise in a Turkish grammar compiled by a Greek teacher from the
Peloponnese (Kappler 2014), practically reversing the objective of the target lan-
guage to be learned: from Greek to Turkish.

2.3 Contents

The book contains the principles of Christian faith, organized in three parts: the
first one (pp. 1-90), with 12 subsections concerning everything a Christian must
know “for his salvation”, with the Greek text of unknown authorship, perhaps by
Neophytos himself. The second part (pp. 91-122) consists of the 20 chapters of the
Confession of Faith by the first Patriarch of Istanbul after the Ottoman conquest,
Gennadios Scholarios. This text is well-known from Martin Crusius’ first publica-
tion in 1584, though this is a different version from that provided by Crusius (Sa-
laville & Dalleggio 1958, 7). The third part (pp- 123-150) contains in 15 chapters the
solar and lunar cycles and the methods for calculating the Orthodox festivities.

The second edition faithfully follows the first one, but it contains a series of ap-
pendices, such as a menology (unvoldyiov), composed by Christophoros Patrikios
and Anthypatos the Mytilenian (AmdvBiopa 3rd ed., 128-43), and - very important
though up to now completely neglected in Turkish transcription text studies — an
extensive Greek-Turkish vocabulary (“Tovvavi Aoyethepi)v teptlovneaitnp [recte
Yunani Logetlerin terctimesidir]”; AndvBiopa 3rd ed., 143-77), subdivided into nouns
and verbs and containing roughly 2,500 entries; moreover a bilingual conversation
part on ecclesiastical themes, including two dialogues in a lively colloquial language,
extremely interesting for the knowledge of both spoken Greek and Turkish at the
end of the 18th century (AndvBioua 3rd ed., 177-92). In both editions, all the text
is rigorously bilingual, with interchanging pages: one page Greek, one page Turk-
ish, except for the dialogues, which are organized in columns.

As can be easily inferred from what has been said until now, a complete compara-
tive analysis of the Greek and Turkish texts of the whole book would be well worth
the trouble. For the limited framework of the present contribution, only the first
26 pages of the first edition of our source (AmdvBiopa 1t ed.) have been analyzed

o070 0i XpLoTiavol ol év abTf Tf) doig olkobvtwy eig Tocavtnv PapPapéTnTa fABov, dmod ob
povov Tag émotipag, aAla kal THv yvnoiav kai matponapaSotov avt@y yAdooay dndhesay,
Kal dvtl tadtng T TovpKikTv YA@ooav andkTnoay, Thv dmolay pé pwpiaid YPaupata ypagovre,
avaywvaaokovot / &vodv itlobdy dvatoli Tapagvta caklv OA&v xploTiavAdp dAkatap ovt{perts
keAtl, t ihkepl yrahil Teyiodh, Adiay kevti hisavAepivi tayi iladar ¢, Bt dvody yepvte Tolpk
Moavivi Taxoi éyAett, Be avi podp xapprapt ie yialodm, dkodp [anun ictin anatoli tarafinda
sakin olan hristianlar olkadar ucmette geldi ki ilimleri yalinz deyiil, lakin kendi lisanlerini dahi
izaat etti, ve anun yerinde tiirk lisanini tahsil eyledi, ve ant rum harflar: ile yazup okur)” (AmdvBioue
1st ed., I/II). The term ucmet (strangely in locative case instead of the usual dative, but it could
be a typographical mistake) for BapBapdrhra is particularly interesting, since Ar. ‘ujma denoted
the incorrect (‘obscure’) pronunciation of Arabic by foreigners (cf. Ayoub 2006, 85); the term
acemi, from the same root, passed into Ottoman with the meaning ‘inexperienced; Persian’
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concerning the contact-induced phenomena they contain. In this case the mode]
code would be Greek, whereas the basic code is Turkish (following Johanson 2006),

3. Analysis of contact-induced phenomena in AmdvOioua
1116 Xprotiavikys Iiotews | Giilzar-i Iman-i Mesihi (1st ed.)

3.1 Global copies - religious terms

It can be expected from a Christian text translated from Greek that most of the re-
ligious terms may be copied from Greek. There are in fact some such instances
which fall into two categories:

(a) Terms without an available synonym, such as titles (in the Turkish texts the
original Greek titles and names are shown in italics):

1]

ZuvteBiv mapd tod maviepwtdtov, kai Aoywtdtov pnTponolitov vavrdkTov Kal dptng,
OrepTipov kal eEdpxov ndong aitwhiag kupiov kbp Neogitov

Kivdvmaktoc B vapravodv maviepdrarog Bt Aoyidratog untpomodit movtodv aitwhavoiy
bmépTipiog, e ébapyoot kipiog kdp Neopurog Ty Teehip dhovvl

[Ki vatmaktog ve [v]apta'nun naviepdrarog ve hoyidtatog prrpomolit bittiin aitwhia’nun
bmépTipog, ve ekapxoo’i kbplog kdp Neogutog tan teelif olundi]

‘Composed by the very holy and learned, and honored Metropolitan of Nafpaktos and Arta,
Exarch of all Aitolia, Kyrios Kyr Neophytos’

]

(AmdvOioua 1st ed., 1/2)

Worth mentioning in the present example is the morphological transmission
from model code to basic (target) code in terms of adaptation to the target gram-
mar according to its syntactic constraints (aitwAicg — aitwhiavoiv, édpyov —
ééapyooat), including the transfer from the oblique case, here genitive, to the un-
marked case (nominative) (Aoyiwrdrov — Aoyidtatog ete.).

In this category we also have Christian terms where a correspondence in Islam
does exist, but the Islamic term is not used:

2]

H nlotig nepiéyetau €ig 16 motedw
Tpav motedwre peprlovtrovp
[Iman motedwde meveuttur]
‘Faith is contained in the Creed’

(Amévbiopa 1st ed., 3/4)

Although we have morphological adaptation here as well, the locative suffix -DA
is realized by the phonologically irregular form -de.*
(b) Terms with an available synonym, but where the choice of the Greek word

* The irregular stress might indicate, at first sight, a confusion with the enclitic dA, but the
stress is systematically on the same syllable in all the occurrences (cf., for instance, example [11]
below), and it is more probable that the translator did not want to alter the graphic shape of the
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marks the Christian and specifically Greek-Orthodox context, e.g. the phonetical-
ly and morphologically fully adapted word stavroz of Greek origin, which is pre-
ferred instead of the also available hac ‘cross’ (< Armenian):

(3]

ta Téooapa pépn Tod aTavpol
oravpolobv tépT Klooeal
[stavrozun dort kosesi]

‘the four angles of the cross’
(AmdvBiopa 1st ed., 1/2)

However, it is interesting to note that most of the religious terms are Islamic,
transposed to the Christian context, such as Allah ‘God;, iman *faith’ (cf. example
(2]), cennet ‘paradise, mukaddes ruh ‘holy spirit, and other terms that never appear
in their Greek form. In some instances, we have precise philosophical and theo-
logical copying from Islamic terms, e.g. cevher in the sense of ‘essence’ for Greek
ovoia,® and illlahiyet for BedrnTa® (AndvOioua 1st ed., 5/6).

In an especially interesting case, a religious term, kible ‘the place or object to-
wards which the Muslim turns in worship of God, the direction of Mekka’ (Redhouse
1890, 1433), is used in a non-religious context, namely in the sense of ‘South’ (where
the religiously neutral cenub, apart from Turkish giiney, would also be available):

(4]
Ta Téooapa pépn Tod kdopov, Omod elvar &vatol, d0otg, dprTog, Kai peonuppia
Tovvylavodv Topt Klooeol iAe, ki peoplk, payplm, kimAé, oydAtovp
[Diinyanin dért kogesi ile, ki megrik, mayrip, kible, simaldur]
“The four angles of the world, which are East, West, South, and North”
(AndvOioua 1st ed., 3/4)

Another interesting instance for the transposition of Islamic terms to the Chris-
tian sphere is the use of the word rafazilar for ‘heretics, the rafiza being a specific
Islamic (Shiite) sect (see the context in example [7]).*

Luffin (2010) in his analysis of the religious vocabulary in another Karamanli
book, dated 1784, finds out that, although many Greek words are maintained, there
is a wide use of Islamic terminology; actually “Greek terms are more technical and
liturgical than conceptual” (Luffin 2010, 286). He explains the extensive use of Is-
lamic terms with the fact that these words were acceptable because of the common

original Greek word, including the stress. This would be an interesting hint to the ‘sacrality’ of
language and script in syncretistic writing.

5 Redhouse (1890, 691) gives for cevher, beyond the general use of the word as ‘jewels, [...]
a gem [...]} the philosophical meanings ‘a substance, an essence, as opposed to an accident’; cf.
Strauss (2014, 188).

¢ Redhouse (1890, 181): ‘the quality of deity, godhead’

7 With ‘South’ and ‘North’ in reversed order in the Turkish translation.

® For the history of the term rafaz: in Karamanli literature see extensively Strauss (2014,
194-196), who considers the term as one of the most “striking” ones.
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ground of the two religions, but, first of all, because of the practica.l need of all Kara-
manli texts, which had to be easily understood by the readers/listeners. The par-
ticular case of ‘God,, where the Greek word is never used, is @own also f.rom oth-
er Karamanli sources — cf. the 18th century manuscript. studied by Gav.nc.al (2010,
345) — and confirms the findings in our text. In his seminal study on religious ter-f
minology in Karamanli texts, Strauss (2014) shows that the r.easons for thfé use o

Arabic terms has to be searched in the tradition of the Islamized lexicon in O'tt-o—
man Turkish itself and suggests that Karamanli authors may have been familiar

with Christian Arabic texts.

3.2 Combinational copies

Beyond the borrowing of lexicon, the so-called “se'lective copies” (Johanson 2006,
5), especially the combinational ones at the syntactic level (]ohar.lson 2006, 16'—2‘01),
are of great interest. The Turkish text of our source presents relatively f;ew participle
and converb constructions (except mayle, which is frequentl}f used)? mqst of the
object and relative clauses are translated by the means of I"ersmn conjunctions. Al-
though this is not astonishing per se, since such constructions are VEF COMIION, in
Ottoman texts (see below), there are some examples where the Turkish translation,
compared to the Greek source text, presents peculiarities.

3.2.1 Relative clauses

The Persian ki as a conjunction to introduce a relative clause was widely used in
Ottoman texts, including Karamanli books.'® Jean Deny’s (1921, 850-52) grammar
dedicates a section to the ki-relative clauses, but at the end of the chapter,‘Deny
(1921, 852) remarks that frequent use of ki in relative clagfes has to be cor’131dered
as a “foreign” influence: “Lusage trop fréquent des pr‘oposmor}s subordosnees com-
mengcant par ki décéle souvent la nationalité étrangere du swet parlant.

Our text displays many relative clauses introduced by ki, such as:

(5]

¢Keivog 6mod mp@ta fTov pévov Oedg
‘that, who at first only was God’

od A&y ki EBPekte pdxat dAAY it
[bu allah ki evvelde fakat allah idi]

“hi t onl s God’
this God, who at first only wa: ) (AndvBioua st ed., 7/9)

9 This converb, often in the forms mAynAn/mAylAn, and Yvith differenF semant;c co;:nts,
seems to be one of the most frequently encountered converbs in Karamanli ’t)exts (cf. Eckmann
1958, 80-82). However, this form can be often found in “regular Ottoman texts” too (Brendemoen

2016, 20). '
10 Relative clauses introduced by ki in other Karamanli texts have been noted by Arslan-Ke-

chriotis (2009, 180).
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Quite typically, relative clauses are transformed into main clauses by resuming
the heads in order to avoid cleft or other untypical constructions, resulting in a rep-
etition of the word in the Turkish translation (this can be already observed in ex-

ample [5]). This proceeding is very frequent; we will provide just one example (an-
other case can be seen in example [18¢] below):

(6]

[Eva mpaypa...], o dmoiov 8¢v elye moté dpyiv!?
‘[a thing...], which never had a beginning’

P& mod oeylodv &BPeAl doha yidK itt

[ve bu seyiin evveli asla yok idi]

‘and this thing never had a beginning’

(AmévBiopa 1st ed., 3/4)

In quite a few instances the relative clause is omitted, being paraphrased by oth-

er constructions, e.g. the causal conjunction zira, thus resuming the head of the
Greek relative clause:

(7] (talking about the two mysteries (uvotrpia/esrar) of faith)

a dnoia Eexwpilovoty fuag Todg XpLoTiavods and doepeic, Bpaiov, kai Tivag aipetikovg
‘which distinguish us, the Christians, from atheists, Jews, and some heretics’

{fipa mod ikl Eopap il xproTiavAapii povkyitheptay, Pt yaxovtikeptéy, f& nalt pagalilap-
Tav dytpodp

[zira bu iki esrar biz hristianlar1 miilhidlerden, ve yahudilerden, ve bazi rafazilardan ayirur]

‘because these two mysteries distinguish us, the Christians, from atheists, and Jews, and
some heretics’

(AmdvOiopa 1st ed., 3/4)
The general trend of the translator to avoid or simplify relative clauses must be

certainly seen in the general perspective of the didactic function of the texts, which
had to be simple and easily understood by the target readership.

3.2.2 Object clauses

The most typical construction for object clauses is not the infinite left-branching
“Turkic’ one, i.e. by using a verbal noun as direct or indirect object (cf. Goksel &
Kerslake 2005, 358-69), but a subordinating strategy with the Persian conjunction
ki plus a right-branching clause containing a finite verb:

(8]

‘HEevpete Aomdv, 81t 860 elvar ta peyadritepa puotrpia TiG MioTedG pag
“Tpre uApic GAGowid ki ipavipovodv &v movytotk éapapi ikitovp

[imdi bilmis olasiniz ki imanimuzun en biiyiik esrar1 ikidiir]

“Thus know that two are the greatest mysteries of our faith’

(AmavOiopa 1st ed., 3/4)

The following example contains an object clause and a (right-branching) rela-

'! For the whole sentence see example [9].
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tive clause (in Greek an adverbial complement), both introduced by ki, and then
another relative clause transformed into a main clause in Turkish (see example [6]).
By this procedure, the translator managed to obtain exactly the same constituent
order in his Turkish translation:

[9]
TpETEL v NEEdpwhey, 8TL i} Ev6TnG ToD Oeod elvar Eva mpdypa Ew amd BAa ta mpéypata
100 KOOOV, TO Omoiov 8¢v elxe ToTE dpynv
‘we have to know that the unity of God is one thing outside all the things of the world, which
never had a beginning’
Thpék kepéyil ki dAhaxodv mpAiyl mip oéyTovp ki ToVVYLAVODY TOLTODY oeylepivtiy
tacpdrovp, B¢ mod oeyrodv EBPeAi dola yiok it
[bilmek gereyiz ki allahun birliyi bir seydiir ki diinyanun biitiin seylerinden tagradur, ve bu
seyiin evveli asla yok idi]
‘We must know that the unity of God is one thing, which is outside all the things of the
world, and this thing never had a beginning’

(AmdvOiopa 1st ed., 3/4)

An interesting case is the following example, where a converb is embedded into
the finite object clause. The use of the converb (olmayle < ‘to be’) is motivated by
the presence of a Greek gerund (§vrag < ‘to be’) in the source text. Note also the
addition of extra lexemes (elem, dert, illet) for the meaning ‘suffering) in order to
underline the semantics of the Greek verb 7w ‘to suffer; but also in the stylistic
tradition of the Ottoman hendiadyoin, where synonymous elements are linked by
the connector ‘and’ (ve > -u/-ii):

[10]
Tpéner vaféevpwpev kal 1odto, 6Tt 6 SeoméTng XptoTdg dvrag Hedg kai &vBpwog, i ek
avTod gvoig 8ev Enabe kabdlov, AAAA 1} avBpwnivy gvoLg adToD povoy Emade
‘We also have to know this: that, the Lord Christ being God and human, his divine nature
did not suffer at all, but only his human nature suffered’
Tovvi mApgx kepéyl, ki Xpiotés épevtipovlody ahaxhod, BE ivoaviod tamati dGAudyAe,
aXayhodreyiod), Maktv yrahvig ivoavhod tamarti ehey, P& tépt, BE IANET Tlexti
[Buni bilmek gereyiz ki Hristos efendimiiziin allahlu ve insanlu tabiati olmayle, allahlu
deyiil, lakin yaliniz insanlu tabiat1 elem, ve dert, ve illet cekti]
‘We have to know this: that, Christ our Lord being God and human, not his divine [nature],
but only his human nature suffered’

(AmdvBiopa 1st ed., 7/8)

3.2.3 Comparative clauses with nice ki, with and without converbs

The Greek comparative conjunction xafs ‘as’ finds its exact correspondence in
the Ottoman (< Persian) connective nice ki, following the syntactical pattern of the
model code, but comprising a modality shift. The use of the conditional suffix sA
+ gerek ‘need’ is frequent in spoken Turkish in the expression olsa gerek ‘must be,
but mostly in the 3rd person and only as a probability statement (Géksel & Kerslake
2005, 299), whereas necessity semantics in other persons, and, above all, with dou-
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ble personal marking, both on the verb and on gerek, seem to be less frequent. In-
formation about this construction in Ottoman is not available (cf. example [10]
bilmek gereyiz, with infinitive):

[11]
Kabwg BéNopev eimnel eic 16 moTevw
‘as we will say in the creed’
vitle ki mMoTeEdWTE TEThK KePEYLL
[nice ki pistevode desak gereyiz]
‘as we should say in the creed’
(AmévBiopa 1st ed., 7/8)

Arslan-Kechriotis (2009, 183-84) detected a similar structure with nice ki... ise
in temporal clauses in another Karamanli book, though without the necessative
modality, and only on one and the same verb (isit- ‘to hear’). An interesting use of
the conditional, though different from here, where the enclitic ise is linked with dIr
and expresses a temporal converb, has also been observed in Karamanlidika by
Arslan-Kechriotis (2009, 179), and by Brendemoen (2016, 20-21).

The following is an example where the comparative clause contains an embed-
ded converb clause (< in Greek a temporal clause):

(12]
Kxal kaBdg 16 @G Tod HAiov Stav elvar eig Eva SévSpov, kai ékeivo TO 8évd[plov Tivag iBeke
0 kOYer pg likodpt, TO @@g ToD fAiov S2v f{Bede mdoyel, AL pdvov TO SévSpov
‘and as the sunlight, when it shines on a tree, and someone wanted to cut that tree with an
axe, the sunlight will not suffer, but only the tree’
Pe vitCe i kiovveoodv dyTvAtyi Tiip &yarl odleptve dATovkTE, B BA dyartQi mpiol madtdile
KeoOd, KIOLVETODY &y TVALYL ip INET Tlekpdl, Adky yraAil ayarl
[ve nice ki giinesiin aydinliy1 bir ayac iizerinde oldukde, ve ol ayaci birisi baltayle kessa,
giinestin aydinliy: bir ilet gekmez, lakin yaliniz ayag]
‘and as the sunlight, when it shines on a tree, and if someone cuts that tree with an axe, the
sunlight will not suffer, but only the tree will’

(AmdvOioua st ed., 7/8)

The step from the previous example towards a construction of the comparative
clause with an adverbial clause, and not with a finite verb, as in Greek, becomes
comprehensible in the following example. Furthermore, this construction contains
the aforementioned converb mayle:

[13]
kai kaBdg 6 dvBpwmog éxet Tpia Mpdypata, fyovv vobv, Aéyov kai nvedpa, Spwg 8&v elvat
Tpeig dvBpwmot &AM Evag
Be vitle ki ivoavodv BTl oeyAept yidvi dichi, 6oL, B2 pouxi dpdyAe, obtl ivody TeylobATOUp,
Adicrv mipTovp
[ve nice ki insanun {i¢ seyleri yani akli, sozi, ve ruh1 olmayle, i insan deytildiir, lakin birdiir]
‘and as the human has three things, i.. reason, speech, and soul, they are not three humans,
but one’

(AmdvOiopa 1st ed., 5/6)
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3.2.4 Plural marking after numerals

As can be seen in example [13], we come across plural marking after numerals,
whereas, in Turkish, plural after quantifiers is usually not marked (Goksel & Ker-
slake 2005, 148). The example above displays di¢ seyleri (instead of ii¢ sey), but also
the regular ii¢ insan. In fact, the phenomenon is systematic only with the noun gey:

(14]

[Greek text lacking]
B¢ mod TdpT oeyrép
[ve dort seyler]

‘and four things’
(AmdvBiopc 15t ed., 1/2)

[15]

e T téooapa afopvnudvevta Eoyata

‘with the four things to be remembered’

xatiptpouE ketovpptk Aalip dAav 8 épT dyip oeyAiple
[hatirimiize getiirmek lazim olan ol dort ahir geylerle]

‘with those four last things we have to call to mind’
(AndvBiopn 1st ed., 3/4)

It also occurs, however, sporadically with other (inanimate) nouns:

[16]

kai epéxet Swdexa pépn

Bt &voilv &v ki kitakept PapTovp
[ve anun on iki kitaleri vardur]

‘and it contains twelve parts’
(AmdvOiopa 1st ed., 9/10)

Arslan-Kechriotis (2009, 176) observes similar structures with plural-marked nouns
after quantifiers in other Karamanli texts. As Brendemoen (2016, 21) points out,
this phenomenon is certainly to be ascribed to influence from Greek.

3.2.5 Word order

A typical phenomenon in Turkic contact languages, where the dominating code is
Indo-European, is the changed word order (cf. Johanson 2006, 17). The neutral
(unmarked) SOV order undergoes alteration (in principle possible in Turkish, but
with pragmatic markedness, e.g. focus) according to the syntax of the model code.
Nevertheless, unmarked word order changes in our text are relatively rare; hereis
one of the examples that can be cited, where the striking feature, apart from the
word order, is also the reproduction of the Greek substantivized numeral (in Turk-
ish, a head noun, e.g. esrar ‘mystery, would be regularly required, or else the adjec-
tive would occur with a possessive suffix, which is lacking here):
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[17]

ac ENBwpev Tdpa kai &lg 10 Sevepoy.
keAeAoDp ol tkeveluyé,

[geleliim simdi ikinciye.]

‘let’s come now to the second [mystery]’

(AmdvBiope 1st ed., 5/6)

3.3 Frequential copies

A}; an example for frequential copies we may refer to the extensive use of the coor-
dinative conjunction ve ‘and’ to link a series of sentences, which is not very frequent
in Turkish, where coordination is more often expressed by converbs, juxtaposition
or other means, especially the enclitic dA (see Goksel & Kerslake zoc;5 438-61; Ker:
slake 1996). The massive use of sentence-initial ve is, however, well—km;wn fror;l Ot-
toman texts, again under the influence of the prestige languages Persian and Arabic.
The following is an example where the reproduction of the Greek connective xaf is
particularly visible (the example is provided without transcription and translation):

(18]
E;; mi Eel nhpev BAovg Tovg dyiovg matépac, ke Tac Aowmag yuydg t@v Sikaiwy,

kel TV TplTNVY AUépay, fyouv & advavya th g & : ) v i
Sy y Yo i Kvplakfic Evwoe nahv iy yoxfv pg 10
(c) &nd 16 Omolov Siv éxdpioe ToTE THY BedtnTd TOV,
(d) el &y &véarn Evdofoc,
() kad viknTiig T0d GSou, kel oD Bavdtov,
(f) ouvavaotévovrag dxdp kai T Yyoxag @V Sucaiwv [
(g) Kl PlﬁOv‘rac el¢ fipdg éAnidag PePaiag, du kal fpueic Bélopev avaotnOi peta Odvarov
HE TV dpetpov adtod Stvayuy.

(a) ﬁs" d\fré tlodpde povntapék netephepi, B¢ Tk tlavAapl movhti,

(b) ,B:s oUTQV L KloLVTE, Yidvt maldp KlouvvoDy TEk oanaxivte tlavi ike tevivi mip 2yAetTl,

() Bé kevri aXAageyvi 6\ TevTiv dola ayippar,'?

(d) ﬁ‘s 1o Ply ovlpt ipTixdp, P& 1léThe Tpidti,

(e) ,Bf Tapovys B2 odlovut yadin oA,

Ef) Pé drkepoiv t{aviapvi TiptATTL

8) B¢ miE oovnyeail ovui 1 ki ov : D i il

g Xeol{ obpit Pipti ki odAovpTév covpa movvody vixayetoil kouvPPeti iAe
(AmdvBiopa st ed., 17/18)

12 T '
e I\Z}C:Fe tl‘t(‘j omission of the Greek relative clause by resuming the head (7é Kopui > ol tenden).
& ¢ this point Section 2.2.1. Furthermore, in this case the conjunction ‘and’ is an addition in
e Turkish text, as also in (f).
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4. Conclusions

The phenomena found in the 1st edition of Amdv8ioua and described above occur
in various contact-induced Turkic varieties of the area today, namely Gagauz, Ru-
melian or Balkan Turkish, Rhodian Turkish and Cypriot Turkish, as well as in the
Turkish varieties spoken in Central Europe.* Moreover, right-branching relative
and object clauses with connectives and finite verbs are typical structures in several
periods during the history of Ottoman,'* which itself can be considered a language
under heavy contact influence. For this reason, the interpretation of these doubtless
contact-induced phenomena is not always unambiguous, as some of them could be
interpreted as influence from Greek, others from Ottoman, i.e. ultimately from Per-
sian, without being able to tell which is which. However, the opportunity present-
ed by this text to compare directly the source code Greek and the target language
Turkish by juxtaposition of the translated texts, does show a clear reference to the
model code. Moreover, perhaps the most important conclusion, and, at the same
time, prospective for the future, is the insight that these kinds of texts are highly
suitable for diachronic language contact research on spoken Ottoman. For older
stages of languages, here Ottoman Turkish, sources for spoken varieties are rather
rare. Language systems with features that we can call, as I do, syncretistic, offer the
opportunity to analyze language contact phenomena back in time; not all of them
reflect the spoken language, but many of them do. Religiolects of the past are syn-
cretistic linguistic systems with high information content about spoken language,
and they are contact-induced by definition. Karamanlidika is only an example; an-
other copious corpus could be the extensive Turkish texts in Armenian script. We
can also imagine that several South-Eastern European religiolects contain equally
valuable data, for example the spoken variety of Cretan Muslims, which may offer
interesting insight into the contact of 18th and 19th century Cretan Greek varieties
with Turkish, an aspect which, to my knowledge, has not yet been investigated. Al-
banian and Bosnian Aljamiado texts might also be a rewarding object of study in
this field, probably providing results that exceed mere lexical copying. This existing
material, therefore, being already well-known as important historical and literary
sources, has to be examined in terms of deeper, not only lexical language contact.

** To mention only a few, mainly recent, of the numerous studies which deal with the phe-
nomena from a contact-induced perspective: Friedman (2006, 39-41) and Matras (20086, 52-55)
on relative clauses in Macedonian Turkish varieties; Menz (2006) on word order, relative and
object clauses in Gagauz; Pfaff (1991, 116) on plural marking after numerals in Turkish varieties
of Germany; Rehbein (2001, 323) on continuous sentence-coordination with the connector ve as
used by Turkish-German bilinguals; Kappler (2008, 205-13) and Gulle (2011, 95-99) on object
and relative clauses in Cypriot Turkish; and Kaili, Celtek & Georgalidou (2012, 115, 117) on (though
less frequently occurring) object clauses with ki in Rhodian Turkish.

" Kerslake (1998, 199) speaks about a decrease of Persian syntactical influence in the Middle
Ottoman period (16th to 18th ¢.).
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Tepinyn

r Moooqu EMAPT OTNY TPOPOPIKT| 0BWHAVIKA:
TAPATNPTIOELG OXETIKA LIE TOV YPAPIKS OLYKPNTIOUS
o€ eva kapapavAidiko PipAio (1718)

O,l nsptoo/c’)repsq obwpavikég myés oe apapiké ak@dpnto, ypaupéveg oe pia vyn-
A1y m?na?ua, dev pag mpoapépovy mAnpogopieg yia ™V ophobpevn yAdooa tng
ETIOXY]Q.,HQPO,AO mov N oBwpaviki eivat pa kateEoyiv ‘enagikiy’ yAddooa, n Svoko-
Ma avtr S:ITEKTS,[V(ETal KaL 0NV €pELVa Qatvouévwy YAwaolkrg enagric ot enimedo
NPOQOPIKTiG YA®Go0G, kat Oyt pévo ooy aQopd Ta mepotkd kat ta apafikd Sdveia
ES kat moANG xpovia oty Tovprooyia eEetdlovrat kat Xpnotpomnotovvtal nnyéc.
o¢ pn apapucés ypagés, Ta Aeydpeva keiueva oe petaypagr (Transkriptionstexte)
o€ )\aTlVl,K('), appeviko, eAAnviké, kupth\ikd, eBpadikd, ovpiakéd 1 dAo a)\(pdﬁr]ro,
RO mapfxnoav yia mpakTikovg oKomovs Kat avtavak\ody £Tot mv TIpO(pOleI’],
YAwooa. Opiopéva and avtd pmopoty va BewpnBotv Bpnoxeiddexta (religiolects)
™me obwpaviis - eméktaon g opoloyiac Twy Hary & Wein (2013) - 8n\a&#j, av
Ox1 Eexwprotég YAwootkég mowkihiec, TOLAGXL0TOV TOtkAieg pe ovykekpiéva ’Xa—
paK“fl’]pl’O‘Ele, oL opifovran ané tm Bpnokeia TwV opANTHY ToVG (6mwg xprion
™G ‘1epd Ypagne, moArés Sdveteg Aégeig and pia yAdooa KOpOLG, oXeTIKN Sla-
omop& SI;Q)\EKTle)V pawvopévwy kat apxaiopdv). Evag dAAog 6poc, ekeivoc Tov
ypagpixoy avyifpmtayozi, KAVEL KaTavonTé Tov oupPlwTiké Xapaktipa Twy KELPE-
VWV PEOW TNG OVYKPNTIOTIKAG Xpriong pag ypagrig mov, vid Tig Kupiapyeg 1) eni-
or]psc,lcowwvméq, TOAITIKéG kat BpnokevTikéc ovvBrikes, Sev xpnowomoteitat ka-
VOVEKC( yia pa ovykekppévn yldwooa. Tétola keipeva TEpLEXOLY, €€ opLopoy, ema-
Pued arvépeva kau elvat yI’ avté tov A6yo 18avikd yia v épevva YAwootk@v
ENAPOV 0t YAwooeg Tov Sev Srabétovy mpogopikd Keipeva.

’Ta Aeyopeva kapapavAidike, Snhadi ta TOVPKIKG Keipeva oe eENAnvikr ypagr]
ano Tov 160 £wg Ti apxég Tov 2000 atdva, TANPOTY TIG TEPLOTOTEPEG TTPOUTTOOE-
OBIG TWV BewpnTindv pag npoceyyicewv (keipeva oe HETaYpagn wg mnyég Tng mpo-
QOPIKI|G czewpavmﬁc, Bpnoketdlexto kat ypagikdg OLYKPNTIOPAG). Qg mapdderypa
s(pcxppoyrl]c Hag térotag mpooéyyiong emAéEape To mpdTo TUTIWHEVO KapapavAi-
Swko BiPhio kat emiyelprioape va avalboovpe peptid emagikd oTotyela oTa emineda
Tov Ae§ihoyiov kat TG odvratng. Mpdkettar yia To AndvOiopa 16 Xprotiavixi
Hiotews | KiovA{dpt Iudve Meoryi (Giilzar-i Iman-i Mesihi), ov TunoOnKe 10 1718
mbavév oty Kovotavtivoimoln, pe tpeic dAeg petayevéotepeg ekddoelg (1743,
18,03 ka1 1883). O ovyypagéag/petagpaoctrs sivat o Neogurog, “untpomnolitng Nav-’
MAKTOV Kt Aptng, £Eapxog maong Artwliac” (1656-1740), kat To BiPAio mepiéxer Tig
ﬁfwaq kat 1o Iliotedw g xprotiavikig miotng, éva €0pTOAdYLO Kaul, OTIG peTaye-
VEoTepeG ek§60ELG, Eva punvoldyto kat éva AeEN6yto pe dladdyoug mavw o Bpn-
okevtid Bépara. To Bifio amotedei Aotmdv éva épyo Sidakticod Xapaxtipa yia
™ Sidaokalia TG xploTiavikig TotngG, aAAd Kkai, GTwC Ypéeet o mpdroyog, Tng
eAnvikrg YAdooag 6Tovg TovpKké@wvou Xptotiavovg e Mikpag Aciag. IV ;wjé
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Tov A6éyo To BiAio eivar Siydwooo, e To TOVpKIKS Keipevo we HETAPPAOT) TOV e\-
Anvikod (ta 8o keijeva evalAdocovrat avé oelida, pia oeAida ota eEAANVIKS Ko
pia oTa Tovpkikd pe eEAViKA ypaen). Efartiag avtdv twv XOPAKTNPLOTIKDY, To
BipAio mpoogépetar yia pelétn oe (nripata petdppaong kat YAwoOUKdV enagdy.

H avdivon pag xwpiletar oe odikd kot emdextind avriypaga (global/selective
copies, mpp. Johanson 2006). Zta ohikd avtiypaga Sivovpe napadetypata Opn-
OKEVTIKIG Opoloyiag oTo Tovpkikd kelpevo, Ty, “H miotig TEPLEXETAL €iG TO TIi-
otebw / Tpav moredwre pefrlodrrovp”, A “[...] 1& téooepa pépn tod otavpod /
[...] oTawpolodv tépt kioaeat”. To eviiagépov eivat Gpwe 6L To peyalitepo pépog
™6 Bpnokevtikis opodoyiag avreitar and Ty avtiotoyn LOAaUKT: GLYKekpLE-
va, oL 6poL yia Tov Oed, TV mioT, 0 Ayto IIvebua, Tov mapddeioo k.d. eival amo-
khelotid apapo-oBwyavikol (Allah, iman, mukaddes ruh, cennet avtioTowa). Avti
n napatipnon empPeBaidvel Ta anoteléopata Tng mponyoluevng épevvac oe autd
TOV Topéa.

210 ovvTaKTIKO eminedo (combinational copies, katd v opoloyia tov Johan-
son) avalvbnkav avagopikég mpoTdoels, m.x. “Ekeivog 6moD TpOTA ATOV pévoy
©Oeo6 / mod aAAay i éBPekt pdxat ANy it [bu allah ki evvelde fakat allah idi]”,
e1dkéc mpotaoels, X, “Tpémet v REevpwey, STt i} VTG Tod Ocob elvar Eva mpay-
ka E&w amod 8Aa Ta Mpéypata Tod KéopoU, T dmolov St elxe Mot &pxnv / mApéx
KkepéyLl ki aAaxodv mpliyl mip oéyTovp Ki TOLVYIAVODY TTOLTODY OeYAEPIVTEY TaO-
pdtovp, Bt mod oeyiodv BPeAl doa yi6x itt [bilmek gereyiz ki allahun birliyi bir
seydiir ki diinyanun biitiin seylerinden tagradur, ve bu seyiin evveli asla yok idi]”,
KaBdg Kat CLYKPITIKEG KAl EMPPNUATIKEG TIPOTATELG, T.X. “Katl KaBdC TO QG TOD
NAiov Stav eivat eig Eva 8évSpov, kal ékeivo 1o SévSpov Tivac fifeke 10 kOYer pi
TQikodpL, T0 P@G T0D fHAiov Sv fBeke mdoyet, AAAA pévov To dévSpov / B¢ vitle i
KloLVEGODY &yTVAyL mip &yatl oblepivte oAToukTE, BE X dyatll mpiol maktdile
Kkeo0d, Klovveaodv dyTevAuyl mip INET tlexpal, Akt yrawil dydrl tCexép [ve nice
ki giinesiin aydinliy1 bir ayag iizerinde oldukde, ve ol ayaci birisi baltayle kessa,
glinesiin aydinliy: bir ilet gekmez, lakin yaliniz ayag ¢eker]”, ot omofec axolovBoty
7o povtélo Tng eAknvixiig obvtagng. Eva dA\o mapaderypa 0To cuvTakTikd eri-
medo efvat n - acuviiBLOTN yia TV TOLPKIKI — o0vdeon ppacewy e Tov ouVSEapio
keu/ve. Emtiong, evtoniotnkav cuvtakTiKd gavépeva wg mpog N oelpd Twv Méewy
oV ogefdovTat oe YAwootkr emagn, m.x. “d5 ENDwpev t@pa &ig 1o devrepov / ke-
Aelodp ofptt iktvtliyé [gelelitm simdi ikinciye]”, kafdc kai To Hapkdplopa Tov
TAnBuvTikov Hotepa and apiBuntikd, To onoio, oe TUTIOTIONUEVT TOVPKIKT YADO-
0, EKTOG amd GUYKEKPIPEVES ekPpaoels, Sev emTpémetay, Y. “Kal nepLéxet 8w Se-
Ka pépn / P& Gvodv 8v ikl kirakept BapTovp [ve anun on iki kutaleri vardur]”,

OMa avtd Ta parvépeva yAwootkrig emagi amavtody kat ot 0UyXpOVEG TOVp-
K€ motkiAieg mov efaxolovBoby va Ppickovtal oe emagn pe N TOVPKLKEG YADO-
0eG, Onwg Ta Pakkavikd Tovpkikd (“povpekikd”), Ta yraykaovlika, Ta TOVPKIKA
™ Kbmpov kat tng Pédov kai ta tovpkikd tng Kevipikrig Evpwmng. Ztdxog pag
elvar va Seifovue 611 kelueva dmwe To AmdvAiaua amaredathy manaReiniara wan
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pOUY va ovYkpLBodv pe dANeg yAwootkég HoppEg Kat eKPPATELC OLYKPNTIKNAG ypa-
@G T emoxns. Iapbuota npocéyyion mpoogépetal eniong yla dAAa keipeva ov-
ykpnTiknG ypagrs oe BpnokeidAexta tng OBwpavikrg Avtokpatopiag, 6nwg Tovp-
KIKG Kelpeva o€ appevikr ypagr, f, aképa kat ekToC Twy TOVPKOPWVWY TNG TEPLO-
X16, o€ dAAeg pop@és yparig mov kabopilovrar and Bpnoxeia, 6mwe Ta eMn-
vikd Aljamiado Twv EAnv6@wvev povsovdpdvey tne Kpfng kat ™6 Hrelpov,
tohapoodaPikég mowkiieg, dmws Ta Booviakd Tov 18ov kat 190v ardva.
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