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Evliya celebi as Linguist

TIBOR HALASI-KUN

Philologistsspecializingin Ottomanstudies- A. Bombaci,K. Foy, G.
Hazai,W. Heffening, J. Németh,A. Zajtczkowski,andmyself included
- havelongattachedgreatimportanceto Ottomantextswritten by non-

Turkish scribes in non-Turkishscripts, that is, to the western Latin,
Italian, Croatian,Hungarian,Polish,German,Gothic, Cyrillic, Greek,

and easternSyriacmanuscriptsgenerally referredto as Ottoman tran
scription texts.’ Thesedocumentsprovide invaluableinformation,espe
cially regardingthe vocalic stock of a language.

Far less attention has been paid to those reversetranscriptiontexts
which also exist, i.e., to the textual monumentsin Ottoman script by
Ottoman authors and scribes, which directly or indirectly provide an
enormousvarietyof informationfor bothnon-TurkicandTurkic linguis
tics. Thus,for instance,little or no use has beenmadeof the Ottoman
cadastresas a linguistic source, though it stands to reason- and I
confirmed it in my work with them2 - that the scribesof the def:ers
aimed at renderingsound equivalentsas closely as possible,especially
wherenamesof individualsandplaceswereconcerned.Consequently,if
usedcorrectly, theseregisterscan be a gold mine of valuablelinguistic
data.The few pertinentliterary works thathavesofar beenidentified as
transcription texts in reverseare only the beginning: they include the
"Hymn of Dragoman Murat,"3 some mi/lemmas from Bosnia,4and

I T. Halasi-Kun, "Gennadiostördk hitvallása,"Kó’rOsI Csoma-Archivum1 1935-
39: 139-247;G. Hazai,"NachtraglischesVorwort zu einerVeroffentlichungsreihe,"
ArchivumOttomanicumhereafterA0, 6 1974,in press;idem,"Present-dayViews
on OttomanHistorical GrammarandSomeof its PrevailingProblems,"A0 71975,
in press.
2 T. Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanliyeradlariuzerindearatirmalar,"Turk dill
ye Tarihi HakkzndaAractzrmalar11950:63-104;idem, "Sixteenth-centuryTurkish
Settlementsin SouthernHungary," Belleten TUrk Tarih Kurumu, 28: 1-72.
3 F. Babinger, "Der PfortendolmetschMurãd und seine Schriften," Ungarische
Bibliothek UngarischesInstitut ander UniversitatBerlin, ser. 1, 14:33-54.
‘ 0. Blau, Bosnisch-tiirkischeSprachdenkmalerLeipzig, 1868.
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especiallythe languagenotesof Evliya celebi,the renownedseventeenth-
centuryOttomanhistorical geographer,althoughtheselastareregarded
by some with reservations.5It. was precisely this skepticismcombined
with certainhintsprovidedby theexactingmannerof transcriptionfound
among cadastrescribesthat first prompted me to scrutinize some of
Evliya celebi’stranscriptionsmoreclosely,with thethoughtthatpositive
findings might eventuallyinducescholarsto reevaluateçelebias a his
torical geographer,as well.

In his Seyahatname,Evliya çelebiprovidessamplesof sometwenty-six
languagesanddialects,mostof which haveyet to besubjectedto thorough
philological scrutiny.6 I concentratedmy attention on the Hungarian
material, alreadyworked on by L. Ligeti, but insteadof usingthe two
available editions,7eachoffering an often greatlyalteredversion of the
original manuscript,but bothstill in generaluse,I basedmyinvestigation
on a photostatcopy of the autographvol. 6, fol. 9v preservedin the
Topkapi Museumin Istanbul.8

Before proceedingto thetext itself, however,two majorfactorsaffect
ing the outcomeof any suchinvestigationshouldbe mentioned.One of
themis, of course,thequality andtheauthenticityof thesourceitself. The
other is that the way Ottoman texts transcribenon-Turkic language
materialis stronglyaffectedby certainOttomanpredispositions,or, as I

Gy. Szekfii, "BevezetésKütfôkritikai tanulmányahódoltságkorabelitoröktOrte
netIrókról," Torök történetirôk 3: 1-63.
6 On the Kaytak material,seeV. Bart’old, "K voprosuo proisxodeniikajtakov,"
EtnografieskoeobozrenieMoscow, 4-5 1910: 37-45; P. Pelliot, "Le prétendu
vocabulairemongol des laitak de Daghistan,"Journal Asiatique, 1927, no. 1, pp.
279-94;idem, "Les formesturqueset mongolesdansIa nomenclaturezoologiquedu
Nuzhattu-’l-kulUb,"Bulletin of theSchoolof OrientalandAfrican StudiesLondon,
6 1931: 555-80.OntheCaucasianmaterial,seeR. BIeichsteiner,"Die kaukasischen
Sprachprobenin Evliya celebi’sSeyahatname,"Caucasica11:84-126;J.von Hammer,
Narrative of Travels in Europe, Asia, and Africa . . . , by Evliva Efftndi, 2 vols.
London, 1846-50, 2:58, 173, and 197. On the Hungarianmaterial, see L. Ligeti,
"Evliya CselebimagyarszójegyzCke,"Magyar Nyelv 67 1971:394-409 A magyar
nye!vtOrOk kapcsolataiésamikorU/OttUkvan. vol. 1, BudapestOriental Reprints,Al
[Budapest, 1977], pp. 324-40. Onthe Germanmaterial,see H. J. Kissling, "Einige
deutscheSprachprobenbei Evliya Celebi," Leipziger Vierte//ahrschriflfür SUdost
europa 111935:212-20.TheRumanianmaterial is currently beingcompiledby M.
Zobian,Ph.D.candidateat ColumbiaUniversity.Thedialectof Bolu is beingstudied
by H. Eren.

Evliya celebi, Seyahatname.vols. 1-10 Istanbul, 1886-1938;Z. Dantman,ed.
and trans., Evliyd ce/ebiseyâhatndme,MehmetZilli olu Ev/iyá ce!ebi, vols. 1-13
Istanbul, 1969-71;vols. 14 and 15 have not yetbeenpublished.
8 A. Taeschner,"Die neueStambulerAusgabevon Evlija TschelebisReisewerk,"
Der is/am 18 1929:209-310;R. Kreutel, "NeueszurEvliya-celebi-Forschung,"Der
Is/am 48 197l:269-78; P. A. MacKay, "The Manuscriptsof the Seyahatnameof
Evliya celebi.Part 1: The Archetype," Der Islam 52 1975:278-97.
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prefer to call them, Systemszwangsthat are mainly orthographic,pho

netic, and morphophoneticin character.9
Thus, for instance,though on occasionone might find a ye as an

indicatorof consonantpalatalization,’°in the majorityof casesthesame
phenomenonis reflectedby akef This is theresultof a Systemszwangthat
is orthographicin character."Similarly, the Ottomantranscriptionfor
the Hungarianconsonantclusterm+b is a consistentnun+be, as canbe
seen- just to give oneexample- in the Hungarianplace-nameSom
bor.’2 The reflectionof the Italian gi, or the SouthSlavic é read t’ with
kef in the latter case,the usageis restrictedto é, and, as a rule, never
extendedto é or c is also orthographicin character.

When we turn to the phoneticZwangs,pertinentdataseemto show
rather clearly that asidefrom Islamic loan material, where the original
Arabic andPersianways were sacrosanct,vocaliclengthin Ottomantexts
is notproved. This is especiallytrue if one realizesthataftertheintroduc
tion of the Latin script,vocaliclength, sinceit wasaliento thebasicsound
stock of the language,tendedto diminishevenwhereIslamicloan materi
al was concerned.In additionto vowel shorteningin general,’3phonetic
Systemszwangis involved in the reflectionof the Hungarianclosedand
open long e as a short i and a short e, respectively,wheneverindi
cated.’4 For the first case we find examplessuch as H. körtvély T.
körtvil, négy= nid méz miz.’5 Eventoday,theTurkishearwill perceive
the Hungarianclosedlong é as short i: H. szép= T. sip. For thesecond
casethe most obvious examplesare the Hungariangeographicalnames
Erdély T. Erdel, andBécs 1. Bec.The Hungarianlongnon-labiald is
commonlyheardand renderedas a short a, as,for example,in the Hun
garianplace-nameVdc = T. VOç. The sameplace-namealso servesas a
good exampleof a consonantalSystemszwang:missingfrom theTurkish
soundstock, the Hungarianc read Is is mainly reflectedwith a çim in
Ottomanscript.’6 Phoneticin characteris thenonindicationof geminala

9 For the effect of Svstemszwangs,see my article "The Ottoman Elementsin the
Syrian dialects," I, II, II cont., in A0, vols. I, 5, and7; andP. B. Golden’s"The Oguz
Ottoman-SafavidElementsin Georgian," The Mutual Effectsof theIslamicand the
Judeo-Christian Worlds: The East EuropeanPattern New York, 1977.

0 Thedepalatalizedformsin the list that follows nos.41,43,57, 58, 61, and70can
be attributed to depalatalizeddialectvariants.

Halasi-Kun, "Avrupa’daki Osmanli,"p. 94.
12 Halasi-Kun, "Sixteenth-centuryTurkish Settlements,"p. 35 andpassim.
‘‘ Halasi-Kun, "Avrupa’daki Osmanli,"Pp. 94-95.
" Halasi-Kun, "Avrupa’daki Osmanli,"pp. 94-95.
‘ Ligeti, "Evliya Cselebi," P. 331.
6 Halasi-Kun, "Avrupa’daki Osmanli," p. 95.
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consonantlength,’7a phenomenonacceptedandreflectedonly in Per
sian loanwords,whetherof Persianor Arabic origin.’8 The renderingof
the Hungarianfinal voiced consonantsby the Turkish mediaexplosiva
medial plosivesis also phoneticin character.’9

MorphophoneticSystemszwangis involved in the dissolutionof con
sonantclustersby epenthesis,elision, and epithesis.2°

Aside from the various Zwangs,somesimple orthographicpractices
also affectedthe ways initial and final vowels,andvowels in general,are
reflected. And although,exceptfor the neglectedeffort by Thüry,2’ no
systematicstudy of the historical characteristicsof Ottoman Turkish
orthographyhasyet beendone,someof thesecharacteristicsare obvious
from thetexts.Thus,vowels,whenevertheyareindicated,arerepresented
either by a vowel symbol vav, ye, eljf, by a hareke fetha, kesre,
zamme,or by a combinationof the two. Thoughgenerallyconsidereda
vowel symbol, elf in most cases,is actually the carrier of a hemze
probably small ‘am, representinga Stimmritzenverschlusslautpresent

in everyvocalicsoundin theinitial position.Forthesoundcolortheel?f is
usually complementedwith a secondvowel symbol:elf complemented
with a harekeusuallyrepresentsa palatale, ande4f complementedwith a
meddei.e., a combinationof two elfs in which thefirst onecarriesthe
hemze,and the secondis of vocalicvalueusuallystandsfor a velara. In
representingvowels in general,earlierTurkic writingsmadegeneroususe
of the harekes.Later on, however,in EasternTurkic Chaghatay,etc.
texts the harekes were broughtdown and up to the line, madeplene,
whereasin WesternTurkic Ottomanthey lost their functionaltogether
as it came to be consideredsufficient to markthe vowel only once,if at
all,22 in the sameword, and to do so in plene. Of the vowels in final
position, -a, and -e, as a rule, are reflectedwith a he; only in a very few

randomcasesdo we find an elf in that position.23

Turning back now to Evliya celebi’s Hungariansample,my reading
of the relevantmaterialfollows: 24

‘ Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanli," p. 95.
IS Halasi-Kun,"Ottoman Elements."
‘ Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanli," p. 95.
20 Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanli," pp. 96-97.
21 J ThUry, "A XIV. századbelioszmán-tOrOknyelv," NyelvtudomdnyiKOzleménvek
34 1904: especially151-57.
22 Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanli," p. 102.
23 Halasi-Kun,"Avrupa’daki Osmanli,"p. 96.
24 For the material in brackets,I renderedthe initial hemzeby the usualsymbol‘,
the straight harekesby raiseda, u, i, theplenevowelmarksby lowercasea, w, y, and
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I. [ak] ed’ ‘one’
2. [katWl ketO ‘two’
3. [xarm] harom ‘three’
4. [nYk] nid’ ‘four’
5. [hWt] hot ‘five’
6. [xat] hat ‘six’
7. [hat] het ‘seven’
8. [kWc] n’oc ‘eight’
9. [kYlnc] kilenc ‘nine’

10. [tYz] liz ‘ten’
11. [h"swAn] husvan ‘twenty’
12. [katwAn] ketvan ‘twenty’
13. [bar . . .] harminc ‘thirty’
14. [nkwan] ned’ven ‘forty’
15. [hWtwAn] hotven ‘fifty’
16. [hAtwAn] hatvan ‘sixty’
17. [hatwAn] hetven ‘seventy’
18. [k’WcwAn] n ‘oçvan ‘eighty’
19. [k’lncwAn] kilencven‘ninety’
20. [tYzwAn] tizvan ‘hundred’
21. [knYr] kenir ‘bread’
22. [w’z] viz ‘water’
23. [SW] so ‘salt’
24. [AytUn] sayt ‘cheese’
25. [wAy] vay ‘butter’
26. [mYz] miz ‘honey’
27. [tay] tey ‘milk’
28. [t’yrl] teyfel ‘sourcream’
29. [alWttay] aluttey ‘buttermilk’
30. [hAkmA] had’ma ‘onion’
31. ft’nAl] kanal ‘spoon’
32. [k’s] kec ‘knife’
33. [tAlt] talat ‘dish’
34. [pYncbH} pincebe‘basement’
35. [kkA] d’ert ‘a ‘candle’
36. [lWnAk} lonak ‘it is a horse T. at dir’
37. [tWz] lüz ‘fire’
38. [d’snW] disno ‘pig’
39. [hWzzh bWzAt] hozzabuzat ‘bring the wheat’
40. [hWzzh ‘abrAt] hozzaabrakot [‘bring the fodder’]
41. [lyan] liyan ‘girl’
42. [karmk] d’ermek ‘child’
43. [asswn]asson ‘woman’
44. [samH] seme‘eye of’

thesame,whencomplementedwith harekes,by uppercaseA, W, Y. In renderingthe
consonants,I followed, more or less, the standardform.
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45. [zWrWt] az orot ‘nose’
46. [sAyH] saya ‘mouth of’
47. [hah] haca ‘belly of’
48. [kwwal] d’Ovel ‘come’
49. [arak] ered’ ‘go’
50. [hmAr hWz] hamar hoz ‘bring fast’
51. [sakar]seker ‘wagon’
52. [mWjtkH] moji ke‘wash it’
53. [‘Ynkh] inge ‘the shirt of’
54. [hWcH n’m ‘ayandYk] hoca nekemayandik‘here, give me a gift’
55. [fWl.m6k]fok meg ‘grab it, etc.’
56. [kWk] t’uk ‘hen’
57. [kWkmAn] t ‘ukmon ‘egg’
58. [kWrtwYl] kOrtvil ‘pear’
59. [‘lma] alma ‘apple’
60. [mak] med’‘sour cherry’
61. {carnH] cerene‘cherry’
62. [hA1H] ha/a ‘the fish of’
63. [cWnpW] compo ‘terch’
64. [Vst] list ‘flour’
65. [sWl] sOlO ‘grape’
66. [sIwA] silva ‘prune’
67. [fAyH] faya ‘the wood of’
68. [dyW] diyo ‘walnut’
69. [anbar] ember‘man’
70. [manAckH] meneçke‘bride’
71. [kywakwn] ki vad’on ‘who is it’
72. [n0m tWdWm] nem tudom ‘I do not know’
73. [nm lAtam] nem/attam ‘I did not see’
74. [hWnlW. .] hun /ako/ ‘wheredo you hail from’
75. [‘Yt lAkWm] it lakom ‘I live here’
76. [hWzH kçY vAlAkAt] hozza kid va/akat ‘bring your little c . . t here’
77. [bAsWm agat] basomceget ‘f. . . your ass’
78. [bAsthm anyh] bastam anyat25‘f. . . your mother’.

From this list it is evident that: a in a numberof incidents,nouns

appearwith caseendings33: acc.,34: ill., 36: dat.,45: acc.,evenif they
are not given as part of a phrase;b the third-person-possessivesuffix
often appearsat the endof nouns,especiallynounsdesignatingparts of
the humanbody 44, 46, 47,butalso 53, 62, 67, a phenomenonalsoob
served by Grønbech;26c in one instance40 the Turkish meaningis
missingfrom the entry. Entries 12, 40, 76, 77, 78 aremissingfromthetwo

25 The final twice-dottedhe. in given casesstatusconstructus,feminine,etc.repre
senting afinal te, often appearsundottedin Ottoman.
26 K. GrOnbech, KomanischesWOrterbuchCopenhagen,1942, pp. 30 avzu, 36
a/ni, 37 amu.
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publishededitions, and oneentry in them kétszdz,following our entry
20: lizvan is not to be found in the autograph.All in all, the examples

presentedhere reflect the work of a good linguist with a remarkable
ability to renderaccuratelyevensoundsalien to the Turkish ear.

If one is willing to discountcertaindescriptivepredispositionscharac
teristic of that stage of Ottoman historiography,the core of Evliya

celebi’s narrationmight also effectively repudiatesomeof the criticism
leveledagainstthe authoras a historicalgeographer.In any case,a new
critical edition, and a thorough study of the autographmaterial is
neededbefore justice can be done to Evliya çelebi as a linguist, as a
historian,and as a geographer.

Columbia University
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