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Abstract

In the first part of this study (Németh 2013a) a critical edition of two Karaim letters is
presented. They were sent in 1868 from Odessa to addressees living Lutsk by a citizen
born in Trakai. This paper (the second part of the study) contains a detailed linguistic
analysis of the letters. Special attention is paid to the dialectal affiliation of the manu-
scripts’ linguistic material, to interdialectal contacts and to the irregularities recorded.

1. Introduction

In Németh (2013a) we prepared a critical edition of two letters written by Jeho-
szafat Kaptanowski, a Trakai-born Odessan citizen, sent in 1868 to Lutsk (for the
details concerning our transcribing system see there). Since these documents, along
with a third written in the same year by the same author and critically edited in
Németh (2012), may serve as a source of information for historians dealing with
Karaim matters who would not necessarily be interested in a detailed linguistic
analysis, we decided to present the linguistic aspects separately in the second part
of the present study. Our observations are as follows:

2. Remarks on orthography

The manuscripts contain relatively consistent spelling, which allows us to recon-
struct the text’s linguistic features with precision. The main features of the spelling
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mentioned in Németh (2012: 149), namely the consequent notation of a final a with
aleph, not representing a word-medial -a- with a separate mater lectionis, and the
regular distinction between § and s (see below), are valid here, too, and allow us to
postulate a north-western ‘g and § in every position in which there would be -e- or s
in south-western Karaim, respectively. This, in turn, allows us to postulate a north-
western Karaim reading in every seemingly ambiguous case - especially as we know
that Jehoszafat Kaptanowski was born and grew up in the community of Trakai.

As the main spelling rules applied by J. Kaptanowski do not differ much
from those known from handwritten Lutsk Karaim texts (we noted the same in
Németh 2012: 148), we decided only to outline here the most significant features of
the orthography as used in these manuscripts. We also take into consideration the
orthographic data presented in Németh (2012) - but only if it supplements the data
being currently analysed. Notwithstanding the fact that there are some irregulari-
ties which should be taken into consideration when reading the document, they
are irrelevant as far as a reconstruction of the phonetics of the text is concerned.
Nevertheless, we do comment on them briefly below.

2.1. Vowels

Word initially, vowels are always introduced by aleph (R), which, if not vocalised, may
only stand for a. The vowel a is the only sound which, in a medial position, may also
remain unnoted. There are some exceptions in which the vowel -e- is not represented
graphically, either, as in meridan ‘from me’ written as 1711 (55:7) — as opposed to J71'n
(55:9) — or in the surname Y"Wp*12 Bezikowicz (44:20), but such cases are rare and
might even be interpreted as a slip of the pen. If noted word-medially, a is represented
by aleph or the vocalisation signs pattah (::) and gamatz (:), the use of which is ir-
regular; we found no rule which would explain without exception their distribution
(our only observation is that gamatz appears more often in accented positions, but
this is simply a tendency). It seems then that they were used interchangeably, good
examples being kara ¢ekrmar ‘black broadcloth’, which is noted in the same line as
1R2°¢ R7p and 1R2°¥ RIP (55:22) or befma ‘to give’ written as XNT'2 and RNT'2 (55:6,
and 9, respectively). Word-finally, a is rendered by aleph or aleph reinforced with
pattah (R::-) or gamatz (R::-). The only exceptions are the conjunction a noted once
as 1R (44:6), the postposition asyra ‘via, through’ written as 77"WR (55:20) and some
words of Hebrew origin, e.g. 83 012 Kenesaga ‘to the kenesa’ (44:24).

Initial e- usually requires yodh after aleph (-'R) or, sometimes, only tzere (:3)
as is the case in DR edim Twas’ (44:8). Seghol and shewa are never used to express
e in any position. Initial i- and y- are rendered by aleph and yodh (-°R), too, often
combined with hirig (-"R). Word-finally, e, i and y are written with the letter yodh
or yodh reinforced with tzere (*;-) or hiriq (*;:-), respectively.

Labial vowels o, 6, u, and ii are written using the same set of letters in an initial
position, namely with aleph and waw (-R), or, if vocalised, with -iR® (0 and ¢) and

-IR (1 and ). When describing the notation of o (and o < *6) and u (and u < *ij)
in a word-medial position, a distinction must be made between first and non-first
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syllables: in non-first syllables they are reflected either by the letter waw (1), or, when
vocalised, by waw with holam (3), in the case of o (and ), and shiriq (3), in the
case of u (and ). In the first syllable, however, this notation is often changed in
the case of 0and u, i.e. 0 and u which palatalise the preceding consonant. We also
find them noted with an additional yodh, see j701°2 butus ‘whole’ (44:27), 8712 Kofa
‘according to’ (44:14), RN 132 Korguzma ‘to show’ (44:26) or 112 Kuri “day’ (55:12).
The letter yodh is redundant in this case, cf. such examples as Kop ‘much, a lot’ written
in the same line as 813 and 81" (55:9), 7972iR 6badlar ‘they kiss’ (55:28), ™10 Sozlafi
‘his words’ (44:21) or 89930 tugallaria ‘to finish’ (44:19). Cf. also the verb iilas-
written as "W diladkej ‘may it be divided’ (44:18) and W90y WHR iilasinsinlar
‘may they share’ (55:25). The verb Kor- ‘to see’ is also noted once with holam above
kaph, which is rather an unusual notation, see »371"2 Korgej ‘may he see’ (55:8) and
0113 Kofmadim ‘1 did not see’ (44:5). In a word-final position, o (and ) and u
(and u) are noted with the letter waw (3). If vocalised, a final o (and 0) is written
with waw and holam (i) while u (and ) is written with shiriiq (1), see e.g. 1¥192
Klavéu ‘the one who wishes’ (44:21), 199 u#tu ‘great, huge’ (s55:17).

The vocalisation signs, in general, are applied irregularly. We even find words
that are written both vocalised and not vocalised in the same line, e.g. tabu efamin
‘thank you’ 'm0 R 320 ~ 'YK 120 (line 44:23) or uzun ‘long’ MR ~ MR (line 55:14).

2.2. Consonants

When reading the letters daleth (7| d, d), he (0 | h), zayin (| z, £, £), cheth (0 | x),
teth (0 | t, £, ¢), lamedh (5| 1, I), mem (n and 0| m, i), nun (1and 1| n, 1), samekh
(©]s, %), pe(@]|p, p), tzade (2| ¢, & & €), resh (| r, /), and shin' (W | $, ) no problems
are encountered. Ayin (Y | e, a) and taw (n | t) appear only in words and personal
names of Hebrew origin. The only diacritic mark found in the manuscripts under
discussion is rafe which is used above gimel (3 | h), kaph (3 | ) and pe (8 | f).

The graphemes beth (2| b, b, w), gimel (3 | g, &, h), waw (1| w-), double waw (17 |
w, W), yodh (*| ), double yodh (* | j), kaph (2 | K, k) and koph (p | k, K) require fur-
ther explanation.

Kaph and pe lack their so-called sofit forms (5 and 7, respectively), see e.g. 812
Kop ‘much, a lot’ (55:9) and 2072 bitik ‘letter’ (44:4), which is in general a charac-
teristic feature of the semi-cursive Hebrew script (and printing) used by Karaims
(see Németh 2012: 134).

Beth (3) is used to render first and foremost b and b. Additionally, after -u-
it may stand for w, see 839170 tuwduylarha ‘to the sisters’ (55:29) and 77298
uwtumdan ‘from my son’ (55:27). Obviously, in this position it is used instead of waw
or double waw (see below) to disambiguate the reading (cf. the obscure spelling of
5370 fuwul ‘not’ in line 55:12) or to avoid writing three waws in a row — for a detailed
description of this orthographic rule see Németh (2012: 119-122).

' The Karaim semi-cursive script used by western Karaims does not use the dots above shin to
distinguish between s and s.
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Gimel (3) may stand for g, §, and h, cf. e.g. 83 7% p*5™i3i0 pogoreleclarda ‘to the
victims of fire’ (44:18), X35 WINA botustuhujuzga ‘to your help’ (44:27). In only
one word do we find the diacritic mark rafe above gimel (3), used to indicate h:
139K gjrythan ‘divided’ (44:10). In a number of words gimel may be read in two
different ways due to the well known g ~ h alternation. Consequently, 4 is noted in
three different ways: with gimel, gimel with rafe, and he.

Waw (1) - which may, as previously mentioned, also stand for a labial vowel - and
double waw (1) are used to render w and w. The use of the doubled letter is much
more frequent: the only two examples of a single waw (in this role) are the forms
D'OM waytym ‘my time’ (55:16) and ROV waytta ‘at time’ (55:25). In other words,
a single waw appears only in a word-initial position.

Yodh, besides its vocalic value, may also stand for j and is often doubled. An ini-
tial j- is written both with yodh and double yodh, see e.g. R ~ RN jazma ‘to write’
(55:13 and 44:14, respectively) or "oV™ ~ "0V jetti ‘reached’ (44:5 and 55:3, respectively).
This graphic alternation may also affect vocalised words, but the only example is jyt
‘year’ written as 5 and 5™ (44:8 and 55:17, respectively) and 1%’ ‘year (acc.)’ (55:19).
Otherwise, when used with a vocalisation sign, an initial j- is represented by a single
yodh. In a word-medial and a word-final position j is, in the vast majority of cases,
written with a double yodh.

The opposition between k and K is rendered by the use of kaph (3) and koph (p),
respectively. This orthographic opposition is blurred by the following phenomena:

Since there can be no opposition between k and K in a word final position (as -K is
depalatalized, while -k undergoes a -k > -y change), koph and kaph alternate in this
position in words with palatal consonants, as e.g. in p*0*2 ~ 2*0"2 bitik ‘letter’ (44:4
and 44:5, respectively). Sometimes, this rule is also transposed to suffixed word forms,
see the accusative form of Bifik: 13p*02 ~ 1127072 bitik#i (44:16 and 26, respectively).

In loanwords the opposition of kaph and koph may be disregarded, too. This ap-
plies not only to words of Hebrew origin (where the original writing is decisive; see
the writing of the word kawod using kaph), but also to words of Slavonic origin, as in
the case of 71002 kastor (55:22), "3 p"1127'8 Firkowicznyn (44:4). In rare instances, this
may also apply to native words, a good example being the verb kof- ‘to ask’ written
in two 1.sg. present-tense forms as "9 (44:26) and 1"1913 (55:7).

In words with non-palatal consonants kaph in a word-final position stands for y
(< *-k), see e.g. P9I upray ‘clothing’ (55:22). This articulation probably remained
unchanged in suffixed forms, too, as e.g. in 80P1VO1T dosttuyta ‘friendship (loc.)’
(44:27).

Finally, in the surname '1'21]':1"2?1'7'}’1]\? Twierdochlebow (written in the plural; 51:22)
we find the letter kaph with rafe (3) rendering y, which is a rather unusual notation.

2.3. Writing of suffixes

We know that case suffixes and the plural suffix, if followed by a case suffix, were
often written separately in south-western Karaim (Németh 2011a: 125) and eastern
Karaim texts (Jankowski 1997: 5 and 2009: 23). This phenomenon also applies to
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north-western Karaim. Interestingly, in manuscript 44 we find the -#14a derivative
suffix (it builds word forms functionally similar to an IE infinitive) written separately,
see RN 1IN Kofguzra (44:26).

24. Writing of Hebraisms

Words of Hebrew origin are always written according to their original orthography.
For this reason we excluded them from the presented analysis.

3. Linguistic features

A number of south-western and eastern Karaim forms, among the clearly domi-
nant north-western forms, forces us to treat the manuscripts’ language somewhat
cautiously. Even if the conclusions we drew in Németh (2012) are still valid, namely
that the language of these documents cannot serve as an example of a mixed dialect
between the northern and southern variants of western Karaim, there is a certain
group of interesting morphological and lexical features that deserve special atten-
tion. Importantly, these include not only lexemes of a clearly non-north-western
type, but also conspicuously irregular morphological phenomena. We present here,
therefore, a detailed analysis of the linguistic material.

3.1. Dialectal affiliation

The high degree of ambiguity when reading Karaim texts written in Hebrew script

means that a considerable part of the linguistic material can potentially be read in

three different ways, namely as though it had been written in the north-western,
south-western, or eastern dialect of Karaim.? If based on spelling alone, after apply-
ing the phonetic, morphologic and semantic sifting criteria that are at our disposal

(for details see below), the dialectal affiliation of the text’s material, expressed in

approximate numbers, would be as follows:

|KarTC.| KarT. | Kar. | KarTL.| KarL. | KarLC.| KarC.

% of total

0,
word forms 6.7%

18.4% 53.6% 15.5% 3.3% 0.7% 1.8%

Table1. Dialectal affiliation of the lexical material based on the number of potential readings

2

We should mention that this equivocality of the writing system - as far as the phonetics it re-
flects is concerned - is, on the one hand, a drawback for linguists, but at the same time it must

have certainly been an advantageous feature for contemporary authors, as it allowed the sender

to write, and the addressee to read, the content of handwritten texts according to their native

dialectal features. The same phenomenon is true for the dialects of Yiddish.
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What is clear from the table above is, first of all, that more than 75% of the word
forms cannot be assigned exclusively to one particular dialect, if the categorization,
let us emphasize this once again, is solely based on the reading suggested by the
orthography. This is because not even one sentence exists which contains words that
belong to a single dialect. In other words, the dialectal affiliation of the linguistic
material, based purely on a reading suggested by the spelling, creates groups in
which the linguistic material is sorted randomly.

The largest group of words (= Kar.) shows no distinctive linguistic features that
would be reflected and confirmed by their spelling. There is no need, thus, to enumer-
ate unnecessary examples, and let us refer here only to 7% 0% adamtar ‘men’ (44:9),
R¥MR that could be read both as KarT'C. ayca and KarL. ayca ‘money’ (44:11, 15, 16, 19;
55:8), 11" jaman ‘badly’ (44:28), 11" jazdy ‘wrote’ (44:12), R0 mana ‘T (dat.)’ (44:9; 55:19),
11 that could be read as KarT. mert or KarLC. men T (44:7, 8, 15; 55:12), etc.

Let us continue by analyzing those parts of the material that are distinctive in
certain ways.

Firstly, verbal and nominal morphology, syntax, and the lexicon offer the fol-
lowing examples of word forms that are shared by the western Karaim dialects, yet
have not been observed thus far in eastern Karaim texts:

1. the abbreviated personal endings in the future tense forms 00X ajtym Twill say’
(44:7),and D‘;‘?’p kytars ‘you will do’ (55:6), cf. ajtym < KarL. ajtyrmen ~ KarT. aj-
tyrmyn, kytars < KarL. kytarsen ~ KarT. kyfarsyn; in Crimean Karaim the per-
sonal endings do not tend to be abbreviated (see Prik 1976: 138); see also the next
example;

2. the abbreviated alternant -dlar of the -dyrfar 37 pl. present tense personal ending?
in 2911 jazadlar ‘they wrote’ (55:32), and 12 T71W0YIR ofturadtar ‘they sit’ (55:18);
Crimean Karaim lacks this suffix (see Prik 1976: 128-129);

3. theabbreviated allomorph -t of the -tyr 3" sg. personal ending in Vo2 bolmast
‘it will be’ (44:25); the eastern dialect lacks this suffix (see Prik 1976: 128-129);

4. the -t 3" sg. copula suffix (an abbreviated alternant of -tyr) in VM joyt ‘there
is no’ (55:16); in the Crimean dialect this suffix is not used (see Prik 1976: 63);

5. the 1** plural personal ending written as 13- (it may stand for KarT. -biZ and
KarL. -biz (in 127K jjaibiz ‘we will send’ (44:19, 21) future tense form; its eastern
Karaim equivalent is -miz (see Prik 1976: 138);

6. the converb marker written as X¥3%3- (it may stand for KarT. -hynca and KarL.

-hynca) in Re1A jazhynca “until it is written” (55:31); in Crimean Karaim the

expected form is -panca (see Prik 1976: 123);

7. the accusative suffix -ny used in the temporal expression 19 12 bu jytny ‘this
year’ (55:19). Its use in this role is only characteristic of western Karaim and
Armeno-Kiptchak, and should be explained by Slavonic structural influence;*

3 For all the possible allomorphs of the suffixes enumerated below refer e.g. to Németh (2011b).
+  For Armeno-Kipchak comparative data see ArmKipch. har 3 k‘unnu ‘every three days’, avalgi
kunnu ‘on the first day’, bugungi k‘unnu ‘today’ (Tryjarski 2005: 30, 47; Tryjarski 2010: 35,
respectively). The existence of such forms somewhat modifies what we have said in Németh
(2010: 207-208 and 2011a: 63-65), namely that the use of the accusative in such Lutsk Karaim
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8. theinstrumental case suffix -ba used in 8172 baryba (< bary + -ba) ‘at all’ (44:5),
RAPINT duhrutuyba ‘justly’ (44:18), 82™90°07i8 podpistaryba ‘with their
signatures’ (44:4), and R10°2018 potpisba ‘with a signature’ (44:17); the eastern
dialect lacks this suffix - for the respective postposition and suffix (or clitic) used
in Eastern Karaim see Prik (1976: 151-151) and Aqtay (2009: I 40);

9. the 7R anar (to) her’ (55:6) dative case form of the 3™ sg. personal pronoun of;
its eastern Karaim equivalent is ana ~ aya, see e.g. Prik (1976: 96) and Aqtay
(2009: 1 658, s.v. ol);

10. words characteristic of western Karaim, e.g. 12 bo ‘because’ (55:9, 18), 2°0"2 bifik
‘letter’ (44:4, etc.), kamizelka ‘waistcoat’ in: 1939103 kamizetkatar ‘waistcoats’
(55:24), 199 uttu ‘great, huge’ (55:17), wayt ‘time’ in: D'0M waytym ‘my time’
(55:16), etc.

Much smaller is the group of word forms that bear features shared by north-western
and eastern Karaim. Unlike, however, the former group, the similarity between these
forms is merely phonetic and is based on coincidental conformity between ortho-
graphic standards. For instance, while in both north- and south-western Karaim
the letter aleph (without vowel points) stands for a word-medially and word-finally,
in eastern Karaim text it may also stand for e — therefore such words as 8712 (55:17),
R3 73R (44:10), RII (44:11, 17), R¥"1 (44:19), 91D (44:21) are to be deciphered both
as KarT. bizda ‘to us’, eKiga ‘into two’, Kiriga ‘to whom’, niela ‘several’, and $ozlafi
‘his words’, on the one hand, and as KarC. bizde, ekige, kimge, and sozleri on the
other. The vowel e may also remain unrepresented in eastern Karaim, as opposed to
western Karaim®, hence 1020 $eksa# ‘eighty’ (44:24) could have been read as KarC.
seksen, too. For further examples that fit in with this group see n7"WR asyra “via,
through’ (s5:20), PYow12 bolustuy ‘help’ (44:15), wia bos ‘idle’ (55:13, 14, 18), "W
171 jotdasymdan ‘from my wife’ (55:27), *"wn jaxsy ‘good’ (44:27), 17 juz ‘hundred’

expressions like do Kir#i ‘till the day’ (Pritsak 1959: 333), podtuk har biritiin borcun ‘by each
one’s debt’, bu ajny dejin ‘till this month’ (Németh 2011a: 147, 153, respectively) is a result of
eastern Polish dialectal influence: in the south-eastern Kresy dialect of Polish the genitive case
was often replaced by the accusative in prepositional expressions. As a result of this structural
influence, we argued, the use of the accusative (which is the closest to the Slavonic genetive
case morphosyntactically) also expanded to temporal expressions that lacked prepositions,
as is the case in bu jytny, however, in the case of the latter, we also found calquing Slavonic
expressions using the genitive case possible (the genitive would automatically be replaced by
the accusative case in any Turkic language). The Armeno-Kipchak and the present north-
western Karaim data show, however, that the process may not have necessarily been triggered
by prepositional expressions, but that all these forms could have been calqued independently,
and that its range was greater (although, it probably only operated within these two languages).
It is also the fact worth mentioning that the Armeno-Kipchak materials Tryjarski (2010)
worked on date back to the 16" century.

We have outlined this phenomenon in more detail in Németh (2013b: 256-257). We could
not include, however, the present north-western Karaim data.

5 Inwestern Karaim texts it is rather a rare phenomenon not to represent -e- in writing (see e.g.
Németh 2011a: 108); we may, however, occasionally find -e- not noted plene, as is the case of
1730 mendat (55:7) described above. Our observations concerning the spelling employed
among Karaims are also based on the evidence from manuscripts not edited yet.
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(44119, 24), 513 Kop ‘much, a lot’ (55:9)%, 'YX didun ‘about’ (44:10; 55:32), cf. KarC.
asyra, boluslug, bos, joldasymdan, jaysy, jiiz, kop, ucun id., respectively.

Since, as we argued above, it is valid to postulate a north-western reading in
every seemingly ambiguous instance, we consider all the linguistic material found
in the above-mentioned groups (Kar., KarTL., and KarT'C.) as north-western Karaim.
Thus, the numeric data we showed in Table 1. may be reinterpreted as follows:

KarTC. KarT. Kar. KarTL.| KarL. |KarLC.| KarC.

% of total word forms
as an argument

in favour of one
particular dialect

KarT. = 94.2% 3.3% 0.7%’ 1.8%

Table 2. The percentage of total word forms as an argument in favour of one particular
dialect

Thirdly, there are only three words that could perhaps be assigned to both south-
western and eastern Karaim, namely, 83T daha ‘as well, additionally’ (55:23), 710
tanry ‘God’ (55:29), and "9 koHarynyzy (55:28; cf. our comments below on ety-
mological doublets). However, even though we found the first two words attested in
Lutsk Karaim texts (each in one manuscript), it may well be that in those two sources
they should be treated as a trace of Crimean Karaim or even Oghuzic (Ottoman)
influence on Lutsk Karaim, see Németh (2011a: 86, 87-88). Seen in this light, daha
and tanry® may possibly point towards Crimean Karaim influence, alone.

3.2. North-western Karaim linguistic features

It is safe to say that from among those features which unquestionably point to one,
and only one, reading, the number of north-western elements clearly prevails. This is
obviously one of the main arguments in favour of the language of the document
being north-western Karaim with non-western insertions, and not a mixed dialect’.
We shall list here evidence of this supposition:

The orthographic variant 81°2 (55:9) can, however, be read only as KarT. Kop.

7 In Németh (2012: 154) we treated the linguistic material shared by south-western and east-
ern Karaim somewhat differently, namely as speaking in favour of south-western reading.
Our reason for such an interpretation was that in the manuscript edited there we found
no traits of purely eastern Karaim influence. Here, however, as will be argued below, there
are some features that seem to be rather of eastern Karaim origin. Moreover, the two words
that belong to the KarLC. group may very plausibly be of eastern origin, too; see below.

The typically Ottoman velar vocalism of tanry in Crimean Karaim was recently mentioned
by Schénig (2010: 110).

o It should be mentioned that the issue of a mingling of the Karaim dialects has been raised
hitherto several times (e.g. Kowalski 1929; Dubinski 1968: 215), yet it has not been exhaustively
described. During our visits to archives we have encountered texts (among them, importantly,
also prayers in handwritten prayer books) which exhibit heterogeneous dialectal features.
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1. the *y > j change: in possessive suffixes, e.g. in 302 bitigij ‘your (sg.) letter’
(55:3), RT3V bitidijizda ‘in your (pl.) letter’ (44:14), and in personal end-
ings, e.g. in »OVYHR atlatyj ‘you (sg.) have informed’ (44:23), N"™T9p kotdujuz
‘you (pl.) have asked’ (44:14);

2. the *e > ‘a change: in the present tense marker, e.g. in ﬁ‘_?‘:r‘?’; biladTlar ‘they
know’ (55:25), "2 Kofabiz ‘we see’ (44:10), in the conditional mood marker,
e.g. in DDA bersam “if I give’ (55:9), in the negative suffixes, e.g. in K2DN"R
ijrhaska ‘not to send’ (44:6), 0" 10W3 Kofmadim ‘I did not see’ (44:5), in the
plural suffixes, e.g. in 1719202 bitiklardarn ‘from the letters’ (44:9), 79728
dbadTlar ‘they kiss’ (55:28), in case suffixes, e.g. in R‘[‘\'?\?’:_L’;) KibitTarda ‘in the
shops’ (55:18), 17792702 bitiklatdasn ‘from the letters’ (44:9), in the deverbal
nominal suffix -1Ma, e.g. in K"K ijria ‘to send’ (44:11), RNV tugallarma
‘to finish’ (44:19), in the past participle suffix, e.g. in 1;'}7’7& ijilgan ‘sent’ (55:22),

Zeee

3. the *ii > ‘u change: in the stem, e.g. in NV Butun ‘whole’ (44:27), X0
tugallarha ‘to finish’ (44:19), in suffixes, e.g. in 1¥13 Klawdu ‘the one who wishes’
(44:21), VAN Kofduzmit ‘does not show’ (44:28);

4. the *aj > ej change, which is clearly visible in the fully vocalised optative form
"33 Kofdej ‘may he see’ (55:8) and the word ") alej ‘in a such way’ (55:28) -
based on these forms we reconstruct an aj > ej change in all the other cases
where the vowel points are not there, e.g. V"0912 botsejt ‘if there is’ (55:13), D131
jazhejdym Twould write’ (55:13), 1""O1" jazsejyz ‘if you write’ (44:21), W dilaskej
‘may it be divided’ (44:18);

5. the converbial use of the -adohon present participle suffix in W17 kotadohon
‘asking’ (44:15) — eastern Karaim lacks this suffix (see Prik 1976: 121-124;), in south-
western Karaim its equivalent (-adohan) can be used only as a present participle
(see Zajaczkowski 1931: 29; Németh 2011b: 113, 125);

6. verbal forms abbreviated in a typically north-western manner, see 4. below.

3.3. South-western Karaim linguistic features

The most reliable south-western features we find in the text are the lack of the * > *j
and the *#i > ‘u change in several word forms. Instead, we have words with n and i,
respectively, see: 1IRONI? jazmasanyz ‘lit. if you do not write’ (44:13), P10OVR H12p
kabut ettiniz ‘you (pl.) have received’ (44:23-24), R11T122 kawoduna ‘to you’ (55:4, 28),
R3 INTIAD ~ RINNTIAD ~ RINNTIAI kawodunuzga ‘to you (sir)’ (44:7; 55:105 44:12,
correspondingly), '¥*® i¢in “for’ (55:3), and 50 tiwil ‘not’ (55:24) pro jazmasejyz,
kabut ettijiz, kawoduja, kawodujuzga, kottaryjyzny, ii¢uni, and tusul.
For further, possibly south-western, abbreviated verbal forms see 4. below.

This kind of dialectal heterogeneity may, however, be the result of many factors (e.g. unusual
use of vowel points, stylistic reasons, copying texts written in another dialect, idiolectal
features, interdialectal loans, etc.), thus further investigation and a representative corpus of
texts are needed to describe this phenomenon meticulously.
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34. Eastern Karaim linguistic features

Besides daha and tanry mentioned above, there are a few words that might be clas-
sified as eastern Karaim:

1.

The most frequently used is tota (a word used for addressing older women; ‘aunt’),
attested five times, in four different forms, as 3 RViV fotany (acc.) (55:7), RI RVIV
R} RVIV ~ (dat.) (55:6, 15, respectively), 83190 fotatarha (pl., dat.) (55:28), and
RNOROVIV totama (1% sg. poss., dat.) (55:30). It is most probably a loanword from
Crimean Karaim, see KarC. tota id. see KRPS (539). This is the only word that
may be classified as eastern Karaim in manuscript no. 55"

The case of 571 hep (44:9) used in the collocation hep bir ‘doesn’t matter; makes
no difference’ (44:9) is interesting.

The word, and the collocation it is used in, were seen previously only in the
eastern dialect: see KarC. yep ‘1. all; 2. always’ (KRPS 165, s.v. xan', Aqtay 2009:
1624) and yep bir ~ yeppir ~ xepisi bir id. (KRPS 165, s.v. xvan', xeanucu, xvannup).
Another word form in which the word yep is very frequently used is KarC. yepisi ~
xepsi ‘all, everything’ (KRPS 165). The Crimean Karaim word is apparently an Ot-
toman loanword, cf. Ott. yep 1. all; 2. always” and yepsi, the latter being a deriv-
ative from yep with a 3™ sg. possessive suffix doubly used (see VEWT 158), i.e.
xep — xep-i-si > (due to the so called Mittelsilbenschwund) yep-si.

Even though we cannot find the word hep in western Karaim dictionaries,
its limited use is documented in KarT. hepsi but with the meaning ‘many’, see
Kowalski (1929: 189, s.v. yepsi)®. It is attested also in document no 44" as *02'1
hepsi — and means ‘all of them’ (44:9) - along with KarT. "2 87) hep Bir (44:9).

The meaning reconstructed for *02°11 hepsi is clearly prompted by the context
(see lines 44:7-9) and well-founded in the light of the Ottoman and Crimean
Karaim data. Its use, in the sense of ‘many’, recorded by Kowalski (1929) could
have evolved under the influence of KarT. Kopsu ‘many’ which has the same
morphologic structure: Kopsu « *Kopusu «— Kop ‘much, alot’ (Kowalski 1929: 222).
This seems all the more justified, as Kowalski (1929: 189) instructs the reader to
refer to Kopsu when explaining the meaning of hepsi.

However, the question remains why the y > & change has taken place.

Aqtay (2009: I 624) notes the word both as hep and hep (in Aqtay’s transcrip-
tion), which indicates that the word could have been written in eastern Karaim
with cheth () and he (1), respectively. This, in turn, would suggest different
kinds of articulation. But when we checked the 19 occurrences of the word in
the facsimile (Aqtay 2009: II), it was found that it was always written with cheth
(as &'m, &'1, and an). We cannot be, however, sure in respect of one illegible at-
testation (see folio 160, line 7) since the quality of the copy Aqtay had to work
on was, unfortunately, rather poor.

For the time being we may only speculate whether the y ~ h alternation already
existed in eastern Karaim. Such word pairs as KarC. he¢ ‘nothing’ (KRPS 166,

© The attestation from the latter source is repeated in KRPS (165, s.v. 2oancu).
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s.v. 2v34) ~ KarC. yec¢ (KRPS 608, s.v. xv94 and KRPS 610, s.v. xa4) would indi-
rectly support such an interpretation.

3. According to the available dictionaries the word XYMV tuzatma ‘to carry out’
(44:19) was hitherto recorded only in Crimean Karaim (see KRPS 545); we shall,
for the time being, treat it as an eastern Karaim loanword.

4. Even though the word artyy ~ artyk is known in western Karaim, the meanings
‘1. the best; 2. more; 3. yet; 4. again; 5. (with negative verb) any more, no longer’
(Kowalski 1929: 158; Mardkowicz 1935: 10; KRPS 75, 76; Németh 2011a: 267) do not
fit in with the context in line 44:24. There the meaning of the word seems to be
affected by KarC. artyq ‘1. additional, superfluous; 2. surfeit; 3. more’ (KRPS 76).
Based on the latter we reconstructed "1"01R artyhyn ‘surfeit, something extra
(poss. 3 sg., acc.)’ (44:24).

It is important to note that we cannot find traces of eastern Karaim morphologic
or structural influences.

Moreover, the Crimean influence should be interpreted as the result of the
many years Jehoszafat Kaptanowski lived with Karaims who had their roots in the
Crimean Karaim communities."

3.5. Etymological doublets

Interestingly, we find some word pairs that are constituted from words that belong
to different dialects, yet have the same etymological root, see KarT. 5110 fusiul ‘not’
(55:12) and KarL. 510 #iwitid. (55:24), KarT. 20 tenri ‘God’ (44:27; 55:8) and KarC.
(or KarL.?, see above) ™10 tanry id. (55:29) or KarT. ix ~ 1R iidusi ‘about’ (44:10,
55:32, 55:20, respectively) and KarL. ]"¥'R iéin “for’ (55:3).

3.6 Blends

Interestingly enough, we found one word that shows features of two different dia-
lects: 111K eZimdan ‘from myself’ (55:5) is a blend between KarT. 6Zumdarn and
KarL. eZimden id.

4. Unusual linguistic peculiarities

Some comments are required at this point on certain unusual or irregular linguistic
features. We have collected linguistic data, which is reliably attested and is difficult
to explain as simply clerical errors.

" We know that most of the Karaims living in Odessa were of Crimean origin. If we turn to
Sinani (1888: 112), we find a list of book subscribers living there, the majority of which have
surnames characteristic of Crimean Karaims.
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4. Abbreviated verbal forms

The two manuscripts contain a certain group of shortened verbal forms: these are
mostly abbreviated present tense forms, but we also found similar three future tense
forms, one past conditional and one past optative form. Nevertheless, their number
is not large enough to formulate general and complex conclusions (this will be the
subject of a future study), but for now let us present some observations:

In western Karaim, abbreviated verbal forms occur when personal endings,
the auxiliary verb, or verbal time markers become shortened or syncopated.
These two processes may co-occur in the present and future tense forms (since from
among the existing tense markers only the present tense -j- and the future tense
-r- marker tend to be dropped) with the sole restriction that in south-western Karaim
-j- seems not to be syncopated (see also our comment below).

For shortened personal endings see o1n"12 botmast ‘it will not be’ (44:25) —
bolmastyr, 19792 biladlar ‘they know’ (55:25) — biladiflar, 03¢ ¢yhat ‘goes out’
(55:9), 8RR ijam ‘I send’ (44:11, 13, 18, 21) « ijamin (as attested in line 55:20), "1
jazady ‘writes’ (44:10) < jazadyr, ﬁ?jljjazadiar (55:32) « jazadyrlar, OV jazam
Twrite’ (55:12) « jazamyn, O jazat ‘writes’ (55:14) « jazadyr, 7‘_7'['1%(9’21& ofturadtar
‘they sit’ (55:18) « ofturadyriar, Dj'?’p kytars ‘you will do’ (55:6) < kytarsyn, ~72iR
29 6Badlar ‘they kiss’ (55:28) «— dbadiflar, 010 ~ VNV turat ‘stands’ (44:16, 55:32,
respectively) « turadyr. Further examples, in which both personal endings and
tense markers are syncopated, are listed below.

Interestingly enough, in *11” jazady ‘writes’ (44:10) < jazadyr and 9P kylad
‘he does’ (44:28) « kytadyr we see the -dyr > -dy ~ -d shortening process which is,
according to some of the available grammatical descriptions, characteristic rather
of south-western Karaim."” Based on some of these descriptions, in north-western
Karaim we would expect jazat and kytat, forms which, in turn, do not appear in south-
western texts. The question remains whether they are to be treated as south-western
elements used deliberately by the author to make his letter sound somewhat more
Lutsk Karaim, or whether this type of shortening was also characteristic of Trakai
Karaim. In the light of the unedited manuscripts we have access to, the latter is more
plausible — at least as far as the very rarely used KarT. -dy is concerned. Thus far we
have not encountered -d in north-western Karaim (except in the analysed form).

The auxiliary verb ef- is syncopated in the past conditional and past optative forms
002 bolsejt ‘if there was’ (55:13) < bolsa edi, and 0131 jazhejdym ‘1 would have
written’ (55:13) < jazhej edim. These processes are well documented.

In the analysed material the -a- ~ -'a- present tense marker is never synco-
pated, which is in general also true for western Karaim. It was probably retained
because otherwise the personal endings would have been added directly to the
stem (a structure which is a distinctive feature of the imperative mood; otherwise
personal ending always follow the tense markers). Dropping the -a- ~ -a- tense

2 For the respective 3™ sg. personal endings in present tense forms see: Pritsak (1959: 337): KarT. -t vs.
KarL. -dy ~ -d; Musaev (1964: 278): KarT. -dy ~ -t vs. KarL. -dy ~ -t; Prik (1976: 128): KarT. -d ~ -t vs.
KarL. -dy ~ -d ~ -t; Musaev (1977: 49): KarT. and KarL. -dy ~ -d ~ -t; Németh (2011b: 32): KarT. -t
vs. KarL. -dy ~ -d. There is no trace of KarL. -t in the sources we have seen so far.
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marker would also cause consonant clusters (often in a word-final position) that
would be inconvenient to articulate. Moreover, the syncope of the present tense
marker after a stem ending in a consonant would make the shortening of personal
endings alien to Karaim for phonotactic reasons or would result in homonymic
word pairs, cf. such hypothetic abbreviated word forms as KarT. Ket- ‘to travel; to go*
(1% sg.) Ketamin — **Ketrini ~ *Ketm, (2™ sg.) Ketasin — **Ket$in ~ **Kets, (3" sg.)
Ketadir — **Kettir ~ **Kett, KarL. kat- ‘to stay’: (3" sg.) katadyr — **katdyr [= katdyr
‘leave (imperat. 2" sg.)’] ~ *katdy [= kaldy ‘he stayed (praet. 3 sg.)’] ~ **katd.

The syncope of -j- is attested only in negative verb forms. In fact, there is only one
full negative present tense form, namely ;""" jazmyjmyn ‘T will not write’ (55:16),
but the same verb is twice found as abbreviated form, see below. Even though the
attested verbs are not representative enough (there are only five verbs ending in a
vowel in the two manuscripts and none of them appear in non-negated present tense
form, see afta-, e-", jamanta-, oyu-, tany- in the dictionary in Németh 2013a), it is
valid to say that the syncopation of the -j- tense marker tended to occur in present
tense negative verb forms. This is because the present tense is the only category in
which the *-ma- ~ *-me- negative suffix underwent a *-ma- > -my- and *-me- > -mi-
change influenced by the -j- tense marker following it. As a result of the *-ma-j- >

-my-j- and *-me-j- > -1mi-j- change, the -my- ~ -1i- negative suffixes appeared to
be sufficient for speakers of north-western Karaim to indicate the tense." Seen in
this light, the negated present tense forms %98 atfamym ‘I do not understand’
(55:33) < attamyjmyn, 0152 Gilmim® ‘I don’t know’ (55:13) ~ 1""MY*2 bilmirmin
‘I don’t know’ (44:6)'® — Bilrhijrin, 121572 bilmibiz ‘we do not know’ (44:11) «
bilmijbiz, '591a botalmym ‘1 cannot’ (55:25) « bolatmyjmyn, 35119p kyltmydlar
‘they do not act’ (44:25) < kytmyjdyriar, 00102 Kofguzmit ‘does not show’ (44:28;
the word is erroneously spelled) « Korguzmijdir, 0’01’ jazmym ‘I do not write’
(55:11, 32) « jazmyjmyn, RN Sivvmim ‘I do not like’ (55:14) « Siwmijmin, and
01710 tanymym ‘T don’t know’ (44:8) « tanymyjmyn reflect inflecting rather than
agglutinative word structures.

Such vocalized forms as M0 Sivvrim are all the more important, as they clearly
show the chronology of the changes we presented above: *-mejm > -mijm > -mim.

3 This verb, however, cannot in general be used in present and future tenses.

4 This is one of the reasons (besides the context and the lack of comparative data) we have inter-
preted the south-western word forms 1"p1D1913 bofusmamen ‘I will not be of help to it’ (41:17) and
1oRIYR kajtarmasiz ‘lit. you will not send (it) back’ (52:22) in Németh (2011a: 47) as shortened
forms of botusmammen and kajtarmassiz (fut.), respectively, rather than of botusmajmen and
kajtarmajsiz (praes.). Although we cannot provide other reliable examples of dropping the

-j- tense marker in south-western Karaim, what we have asserted still seems valid.

5 Even though this particular form could have been irregularly shortened by means of frequency -
cf. KarL. bim < bitmejm < bilmejmen T don’t know’ (Németh 2011: 212, fn. 463; see also Rudkowski
1931: 35 where bim is also attested in a text that resembles a colloquial conversation) - the other
examples of shortened negative present tense forms allow us to describe this process as a regular
abbreviation rather than an irregular sound change caused by frequent use.
of -j- is usually accompanied by the shortening of personal endings, cf. bil#im ‘I do not know’
(55:13) < KarT. bilmijmin.
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It is important to mention this especially in the light of J. Sulimowicz’s catalogue,
in which the last four words of letter 44" are transcribed as “ki korduzmet bitiklarni
kahatha” he deciphered the word mentioned above (©*'01172) as Korduzmet with
-mef, suggesting a -mejt > -met change. The latter interpretation, however, does not
explain the well-documented e > i change.

In the case of non-negated forms the situation is somewhat different. Dropping
the tense marker would yield forms with personal endings attached to the stem, which
is, as we mentioned, against Karaim (and, in general, Turkic) morphotactics.

The syncope of -j- is also characteristic of present-day north-western Karaim.

In the case of future tense forms the reduction of the tense marker is only seen
in DO™R ajtym (44:7) < ajtyrm. In this word, the personal ending is attached to
the tense marker’s vowel (-yr- > -y-) — which always remains intact in such cases
similarly to south-western Karaim (cf. Németh 2011a: 47) - probably in order not to
attach the personal ending to the stem. This seems to be supported by the fact that

-r- is never syncopated when attached to a stem ending in a vowel, see the examples
in Németh (2011a: 47).

It is difficult to answer the question as to what stylistic value the abbreviated
word forms had. They could not have sounded too colloquial as letter no. 44" is
a letter dealing with official matters. Furthermore, even though letter no. 55" was
sent to the author’s kinsman (see Németh 2013a) and, consequently, its language is
somewhat less formal”, the number of abbreviated verb forms is not much greater'.
It seems, therefore, that the use of the full or the abbreviated forms was stylistically
irrelevant, at least for the author of the letters under analysis.

4.2. Abbreviated copula suffix

There is one example of a 3 sg. copula suffix being shortened in a manner which in
certain grammatical descriptions is ascribed only to south-western Karaim, namely
*792 bardy ‘there is’ (44:11).”” The usual north-western form is bart, which is also
attested in this manuscript, see ©72 bart id. (44:11). Here, too, the question remains
whether bardy should be treated as a south-western Karaim interpolation or whether
it suggests the unusual -dyr > -dy change was also taking place in Trakai Karaim.

7 A good example that demonstrates its less formal character is the use of the word kawod ‘sir’,
which appears mostly with the 2™ singular possessive suffix (except in one case in line 10)
and not the 2™ plural one as is the case in letter no. 44

More precisely: there are more abbreviated forms in letter no. 55", but this may be because it is

almost twice as long as letter no 44" and, additionally, in the latter manuscript the narration

is mostly in the past tense which is not abbreviated (cf. 4 past tense forms as opposed to 13,

in manuscript no. 44").

v For the respective 3™ p. sg. predicative suffix see: Pritsak (1959: 334): KarL. -d vs. KarL. -d ~ -dy;
Musaev (1964: 129-130, not written clearly): KarT. and KarL. -dy ~ -d; Prik (1976: 64, not written
clearly): KarT. and KarL. -dy ~ -d; Musaev (1977: 25): -dy ~ -d; Németh (2011b: 42): KarT. -t ~
KarL. -dy ~ -d. We have not encountered KarT. -dy and -d yet (except the analysed bardy);
the grammars we mention do not support KarT. -d with examples, Musaev (1964) mentions
that -dy appears in proverbs.
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4.3, Unusual form of the dative case suffix

Case suffixes after first names and family names highlights a further peculiarity.
Curious as it may seem, the dative case suffix attached to anthroponyms is always
written with an initial g- (or h-, the writing does not make it clear) ~ ¢- (we recon-
structed the palatality, yet, this is not reflected in the writing) and never becomes
assimilated to k- ~ K-. We noticed this in Németh (2012: 143), but interpreted the
word form K3 P22 (43:19) as an error and transcribed it as Babowiczka without an
explanation. When seen in the light of other, similar data, namely X3 ©3n Magasga
(44:7), R3 P2 Bezikowiczga (44:26), and 83 mmHw Szetomitga (55:30), this
phenomenon can hardly be interpreted as an error, but rather as a specific feature
of the spelling system used by Jehoszafat Kaptanowski. The question remains as to
what his reasons were for such spelling. We may only speculate that he used the basic
form of the dative case suffixes (i.e. those used after vowels, which are therefore not
unvoiced) in order to highlight the surname.

It is hard to determine the range of this phenomenon. There are no other ap-
pellatives ending in an unvoiced consonant and used in the dative case in the texts
under analysis, however, there is one example in letter no. 43, line 27, namely *wn»
N3 Y jaxsytyxka ‘for good (deeds)’ (Németh 2012: 144). Besides, we find RVDTR
Adesta ‘in Odessa’ (55:17, it is difficult to judge whether the suffix is written as a one
word with the stem, or not, see facsimile) but with the initial -d in the locative suf-
fix changed into -t. It seems, therefore, that the “rule” described only applies to
anthroponyms, but this is mere supposition. It should be, however, mentioned that
in Eastern Karaim this phenomenon appears also in appelatives, cf. CKar. JTn%i&
olatdan ‘from the plague’ (Psalm 91:6; a copy currently edited).

4.4. Unusual form of the 2" p. sg. copula suffix

Another irregularity in suffixation is the use of the 2™ sg. copula suffix -sun instead of
the expected -syn in the word 01T duhrusun ‘you are right’ (44:8).?° Even though
we cannot be sure about the reasons for this change, there seems to be three possible
scenarios leading to such labialization.”

Firstly, this could have happened per analogy with the set of suffixes in the 3 sg.
person, cf. KarT. -tyr ~ -tir ~ -tur ~ -tur ~ -dyr ~ -dir ~ -dur ~ -dur, or with the set
of 3 sg. imperative mood suffixes, namely -syn ~ -$i#i ~ -sun ~ -Su.

Secondly, we must not ignore the possible influence of the Crimean linguistic
milieu: in the dialects of Crimean Tatar, suffixes which only have illabial forms in
the “standard” language, tend to have labial variants, too, and to this group also
belongs the -syy 2™ sg. copula suffix (see Jankowski 2010: 106-107). In this case

2 The standard forms, both in Crimean and Trakai Karaim, have only unrounded vowels, see
KarC. -syy ~ -siy in Prik (1976: 63) and KarT. -syn ~ -$isi in Musaev (1964: 128) and Németh
(2011b: 42). In south-western Karaim the equivalent is -sen, see e.g. Zajaczkowski (1931: 25).

2 Obviously, the well-known labialization of unrounded high vowels adjacent to labial conso-
nants (characteristic of all three Karaim dialects, see e.g. Aqtay 2009: I 35; Zajaczkowski 1931: 8;
Musaev 1964: 55) cannot be the case here.
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the -y- > -u- change would be a trace of the ultimate Oghuzic influence via the
Crimea, since we know that the range of labial harmony in (Crimean) Ottoman was
much wider than in the Kipchak languages of the Crimea (see e.g. Doerfer 1959a: 273),
cf. the variants of the 2™ sg. copula siffix: -syy ~ -siy ~ -suy ~ -siiy (Doerfer 1959a: 277;
-y alternated dialectally with -7). The most significant difference between the rules
according to which labial harmony operated, on the one hand, in Crimean Tatar,
Karaim and Armeno-Kipchak, and, on the other hand, in Ottoman Turkish, is that in
the relevant Kipchak languages we only encounter this type of assimilation in most
cases as far as the second syllable, see Jankowski (2010: 107; 2012: 257)%, Prik (1976: 37),
Grunin (1967: 349), and on occasion not even in the second syllable (for Crimean
Tatar, see Jankowski 1992: 65; for Crimean Karaim see Prik 1976: 37).2 This is also
observed in the language of Codex Comanicus (von Gabain 1959: 52). The Oghuzic
influence is clearly corroborated by the fact that we often find etymological doublets
in Crimean Tatar in which the etymologically Oghuzic forms retain labial suffix
variants, while Kiptchak forms do not, cf. CTat. durup (Oghuz. d-) ~ turyp (Kipch. t-)
‘standing (conv.)’ (Jankowski 1992: 65).

We must, however, note that Crimean Karaim is a much more likely candidate
for to have influenced Jehoszafat Kaptonowski’s language than Crimean Tatar or
Ottoman. Despite this, the phenomenon is not attested in eastern Karaim?* which
makes the “Crimean” influence somewhat less plausible and weakens an explanation
based on external influences. At the same time, if we agree that all we know about
labial harmony in Crimean Karaim strongly resembles what we see in Crimean
Tatar, then it becomes very probable that the Oghuzic influence mentioned above
was characteristic of Crimean Karaim, too.

In the light of these uncertainties, for the time being we cannot treat the -sun
variant of -syn as a reliable eastern Karaim feature.

Thirdly, a purely phonetically motivated assimilation should also be taken into
consideration even though it is difficult to find analogical examples for a u-u-y >
u-u-u change. Cf, however, KarT. *butaj > butuj (~ bulej) ‘this way, in this manner’
(KRPS 139), where the u-a > u-u assimilation cannot but be phonetically motivated.

45. Consonant-harmony in Russian loans

Even though attested only in two words, it is worth mentioning that in Russian loan-
words in which there is a palatal consonant in the etymon, the consonants in the Karaim

2 Additionally, there are some Crimean Karaim texts in which, according to Jankowski (1997: 10),
labial harmony operates as far as the second suffix.

3 With certain restrictions, this feature is characteristic of the Kipchak languages of the Crimean
area in general. For a more detailed description see Doerfer (1959b: 375).

24 Although in the latest linguistic description of the Crimean Karaim and Crimean Turkish mate-
rial we find in Elijahu ben Josef Qyl3y’s mejuma delivered by Aqtay (2009: I 36) only 1** sg. and
pl. copula suffixes are attested, yet the author of that study reconstructs a system of predicative
suffixes and notes “-sIn” for 2™ sg. We cannot be sure, however, whether I in -sIn stands for y ~ i ~
u ~ gi or only for y ~ 4; it seems that I may stand for both sets of vowels in her transcribing system,
cf. Aqtay (2009: I 35, s.v. Vowel assimilation) and Aqtay (2009: I 39-40, s.v. Present-future).
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suffixes also contain palatal consonants, i.e. these Slavonic loanwords are also adopted
on Karaim linguistic grounds according to consonant-harmony; see: Russ. Odecca >
KarT. Ades ‘Odessa’ - for palatal consonants in the word cf. R00TR Adesta ‘in Odes-
sa (loc.)’ (55:17), and Russ. nozopeney, ‘victim of fire’ > KarT. pogorelec [-¢?] in p5™ixia
83 7 pogorteleclaréa ‘among the victims of the fire (pl., dat.)’ (44:18).

4.6. Erroneous transposing into south-western Karaim

Generally speaking, the author of the letters correctly transposes north-western
forms to south-western ones. The only exception is the accusative form of the 2™ sg.
possessive form kawodun ‘you (sir)’ (< Hebr. 7122 ‘honour, splendour, glory’) in let-
ter 55", namely kawodunu instead of kawodunnu, see 1177122 ~ 1137122 (55:30; 55:7, 15).
The north-western Karaim form is kawodujnu.

Abbreviations

acc. = accusative; ArmKipch. = Armeno-Kipchak; dat. = dative; conv. = converb;
CTat. = Crimean Tatar; fut. = future tense; Hebr. = Hebrew; IE = Indo-European;
imperat. = imperative mood; Kar. = Karaim; KarC. = eastern (Crimean) Karaim;
KarL. = south-western (Lutsk) Karaim; KarT. = north-western (Trakai) Karaim; lit. =
literally; Oghuz. = Oghuzic; p. = (grammatical) person; pl. = plural; poss. = posses-
sive; praes. = present tense; praet. = past tense; Russ. = Russian; sg. = singular.
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