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Abstract’

The recent years have witnessed the publication of new lexical data from Middle Chu-
lym, one of the still underresearched and poorly described Turkic languages of Siberia.
Among these materials is the 2019 translation of the Gospel according to St Mark. Its
publication has provided researchers with an extensive text that can serve as a founda-
tion for further linguistic studies. The article aims to present conclusions stemming
from the analysis of this translation with the aim of resolving issues arising from the
fact that the language lacks lexical items denoting specific referents. Given the extensive
nature of the material, it is not possible to present all the findings of the analysis in the
confines of a brief article. Therefore, our focus is on the semantics of the word $iibiir
adj. & n. ‘bad; wrong; evil’ in the translation of the Gospel.

Middle Chulym (henceforth, MC) remains one of the lesser-known Turkic languages.
The research conducted by R.M. Birjukovi¢ in the latter half of the 20th century and
Li Yong-Song et al. in the early 21st century resulted in several attempts to describe
its grammar (Birjukovi¢ 1979a, 1981; Li Yong-Song et al. 2008). Selected grammatical

' The paper has been rendered into English by a professional translator (Mateusz Urban) under
a POB Heritage grant from the Jagiellonian University to Studia Linguistica Universitatis
Tagellonicae Cracoviensis.
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and lexical aspects of Middle Chulym have also been the focus of a number of stud-
ies published by the present author (e.g. Pomorska 2004, 2017). Finally, recent years

have seen the culmination of efforts by V.M. Lemskaja,* providing long-awaited ac-
cess to archival language data collected since the 1920s, as well as the latest findings

from her own fieldwork. Given the dwindling number and advanced age of Middle

Chulym native speakers, these are very likely the last possible studies. However,
despite these extensive efforts, a comprehensive and all-encompassing grammar
description is still lacking, and no dictionary exists covering the entire lexical stock
of this critically endangered language.

The term “Middle Chulym” does not denote a standardized literary language but
rather a language that exists in two varieties, Tutal and Melet, primarily differing in
the realization of certain consonants (cf. Pomorska 2004: 18f.). Neither variety has
a written standard developed by native speakers, so that the collected lexical mate-
rial is recorded in various transcription systems adopted by individual researchers.
The multitude of these notation variants, coupled with interpretational difficulties,
makes the available data not always suitable for further research.

Recent years have seen two publications resulting from the collaboration between
V.M. Lemskaja and native speakers of Middle Chulym. One of these is a Middle Chu-
lym translation of St Mark’s Gospel (henceforth, Mark), produced by the youngest
native speaker of the language, V.M. Gabov, born 1952 (Gabov and Lemskaja 2019),
and the other, a collection of language materials in two parts, including a glossary,
inflectional paradigms and texts (Kondijakov and Lemskaya 2021).4

The translation of Mark uses a specially designed alphabet. However, there is
no comprehensive discussion of the adopted set of letters anywhere, so that its
interpretation in the text, which is not free from typographical errors and certain
inconsistencies, remains challenging. For example, questions arise as to why the
Cyrillic soft sign » is included; what phoneme is represented by the character o,
described as “msrkmii r”, which in previous MC lexical materials denoted a fricative
consonant; whether «e> and «» represent two distinct phonemes; why the doubling of
a vowel letter to mark vowel length is employed only sporadically, even though it is
well known that such vowels are part of the linguistic system of Middle Chulym, etc.
Thus, the usefulness of the latest lexical material for further research appears limited
in certain aspects.

As is known, when translating the Bible into other languages, especially those
spoken by communities culturally distant from Christianity, translators encounter

> In the period 2010-2021, V.M. Lemskaja published a number of Middle and Lower Chulym
texts collected by herself and 20th-century researchers. These appeared in a journal edited
by A.Ju. Fil¢enko et al. and published in Tomsk under the title Sbornik annotirovannych
folklornych i bytovych tekstov obsko-enisejskogo jazykovogo areala. Annotated folk and daily
prose texts in the languages of Ob-Yenissei linguistic area.

3 For more details on these issues see Pomorska (2004: 28ff.) and Pomorska (2010).

4 While the term culymskij jazyk ‘the Chulym language’ appears in the titles of both of these
works, both of Lemskaja’s native speaker collaborators spoke Middle Chulym (A.F. Kondijakov
passed away before the book’s publication).
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numerous challenges that require immediate resolution. Despite certain limitations
stemming from an inadequate description and inconsistencies in the application
of the alphabet employed for Middle Chulym by V.M. Lemskaya, A.F. Kondijakov,
and V.M. Gabov, it was possible to analyze solutions proposed by the translator,
a Middle Chulym native speaker, for conveying linguistically and culturally foreign
concepts, such as ‘desert’, “devil’, ‘sin’, and ‘leper’. Since the findings from such an
analysis are too extensive to be presented in a single article in their entirety, our
focus here will be on the semantic functions of the word $iibiir® adj. & n. ‘bad; wrong;
evil’. The analysis was carried out on the basis of the aforementioned 2019 Middle
Chulym translation of Mark, which had been published along with the Russian text.
Although it was not explicitly stated, it is highly likely that this Russian-language
version served as the source text. Therefore, in the discussion of the selected passages
from the Middle Chulym translation of Mark, the corresponding Russian source is
also quoted alongside a more literal rendering in English.

In the Middle Chulym lexical materials available prior to this translation, the
word is recorded as an adjective meaning ‘bad, evil, wrong’ or an adverb meaning
‘badly, wrongly’, in the function of predicative complement or manner adverbial,
e.g. may Curt-um $iibiir [my life-15G.Poss evil] ‘my life is bad’ (Birjukovi¢ 1981: 19);
abyla $iibiir ¢origd [he.1ns badly *¢orii-Vrgd go-1nNg] ‘It is hard to go’ (lit. ‘It is bad
to go with him’) (Li Yong-Song et al. 2008: 166). The analysis of the translation of
Mark also confirms the word’s usage in an expected but previously unattested func-
tion as an attributive modifier and in meanings and functions typical of a noun.
Consequently, the current semantic interpretation of this word in Middle Chulym
should be extended to include nominal uses in the sense of ‘evil’.

In the translation of Mark, $iibiir is, understandably, often used in its original sense,
e.g. Pilat ajt-kan olar-ga: néma Ol andag Subiir dt-sal-gan? (15:14)° [Pilate say-psT they-
DAT what he then evil do-lay.aux-psT] lit. ‘Pilate said to them: what evil has he done?’
(= Ru. “TImnar ckasan uM: Kakoe e 3710 caenan On”); Olar-ga ajdybyl: subbota-da
Caksy addrgd Subiir-nu adirgid? (3:4) [they-DAT *ajt-ybyl say-Prs Sabbath-Loc well/
good *at-drgd do-INF evil-acc *at-drgd do-1NF] lit. ‘He says to them: on the Sabbath,
do good [or] do evil?’ (= Ru. “A um roBOpuT: FOMKXHO 11 B Cy660Ty FOOPO Hemars,
unu 3710 penarts?”); as Subiir pol-gan (4:7) [food evil be/become-pst] lit. ‘the food
became bad’ (= Ru. “oHo [= grain] xe gasno mnona”).

The analysis of the translation of Mark leads to the conclusion that the lexeme
under discussion is repeatedly used to denote concepts or referents for which no

5 In the translation text, the word is rendered as «<uy6iopp> (fourteen instances), <ury6op»
(fifty-nine instances), and «uy6ps (one instance, in which a typographical error cannot be
ruled out). It can be surmised that the Russian character <> is employed here to indicate
a palatalized consonant, an allophone of the phoneme /r/, a fact of marginal significance in
this context. However, undoubtedly, the Cyrillic <y in the first syllable does not represent
a front vowel. In the present article, the spelling <Subtir> is adopted for the word quoted from
the translation of Mark. Previous researchers of Middle Chulym have consistently recorded
this word with front vowels in both syllables.

¢ The numbers in brackets indicate the chapter and verse numbers in Mark.
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direct equivalents could be found in the native lexicon. It may be used in this function
independently or in combination with a nominal (a noun or a participle) or a verb.

1. Semantic functions of siibdir in the translation of Mark when used independently

When used independently, the word $iibiir has the following meanings:

L1 ‘sin® prasdnd subiir-nii (2:9) [forgiveness(ru) evil-acc] lit. ‘forgiveness for evil’
(= Ru. “mporatorcst Tebe rpexim’).

1.2. ‘sinner: mdkdld-p apci-lir-ny Subiir-ny (8:38) [lie/betray-cvB woman-PL-ACC
evil-acc] lit. ‘women who betrayed (= adulterous women) and evil [people]’
(= Ru. “[kro mocTerauTcst Menst 1 Moux c/1oB B pojie ceM] npentob6oeiiHoM
VY TpeLHOM ).

1.3. ‘possessed’ akal-gin-nar paréd-zy-n agryn-nar, Subiir-ldr (1:32) [bring-psT-PL
all-3sG.ross-acc sick-pL evil-pr] ‘[they] brought all the sick and possessed’
(= Ru. “npunocnmu k Hemy Bcex 60/IbHBIX ¥ O€CHOBATBIX ).

1.4. ‘very severe condemnation’: olar Ci-ptyr-lir dbinny” apci-nyn, kajdyg dr-i 6lpa-
gan [...] alyktar pajdak Subiir-nii (12:40) [they eat-PRS-PL *dp-i-nny house-3sG.
POSS-ACC woman-GEN which husband-3sG.poss *6l-par-gan die-go.AUXx-PST
*al-lyk-tar take-FuT-pPL much evil-acc] lit. ‘they (= those) [who] devour the
house of a woman whose husband passed away will take a lot of evil’ (= Ru.

“cuu, mosifaroLIye TOMBI BAOB [...] IPUMYT TAr4aiiiiee ocyxaeHue”).

15. ‘woe! ol kiin-dd Subiir kursaktyg apci-lir-gi (13:17) [that day-Loc evil preg-
nant woman-PL-DAT] lit. ‘in those days, woe to pregnant women’ (= Ru. “rope
O6epeMeHHBIM B Te fJHI); Subiir poluk tig kiZd (14:21) [evil *pol-luk be-FuT
that *kiZi-gd person-DpAT] lit. ‘woe [will] be for that man’ (= Ru. “rope Tomy
4e/IOBEKY ).

1.6. ‘(deadly) sad/(deadly) grief™ mdg tyn-ym-gi atrd® Subiir agry-ptyr (14:34) [*mdy
my breath-15G.P0oss-DAT very evil suffer-prs] lit. ‘my breath (= soul) [is] suffer-
ing very badly’ (= Ru. “gyma Most ckopOuT cMepTenpHO”).

2. Semantic functions of constructions of the $iibdir + nominal type in the trans-
lation of Mark

The word siibiir combines syntactically with the following nouns and participles to

convey the following meanings:

2.1. Subiirislit. ‘evil thing’ — the construction conveys the meaning ‘sin’ Subiir is-ty
dt-tir-lir (4:12) [evil thing-acc do-prs-p1] lit. [that] they do evil things’; used
in the context of ‘forgiving sins’ (= Ru. “u npouieHs! 6ynyT UM rpexu’).

7 Based on data hitherto available the accusative of the 3rd person singular possessive in Middle
Chulym is formed by means of the -7 suffix, and therefore the form expected here is dbin.

Cf. dgttird ‘very’ (Li Yong-Song et al. 2008: 123).

8



The semantic functions of $iibdir ‘bad; wrong; evil'... 273

2.2

2.3.

24

. Subiir ¢urt lit. ‘evil life’ - the construction conveys the meaning ‘sin Iuddj-dir,
Idrusalimlin-ndr krds-kdn-ndr andyn pds iis-ta Iordan-da, satannar Subitir
Curt (1:5) [Judea/Judean(ru)-pPL Jerusalemite(rRU)-PL baptize(RU)-PST-PL he.ABL
everyone(RU) river-Loc Jordan(Ru)-LocC *sata-gan-nar® tell-psT-pL evil life] lit.
‘Judeans, Jerusalemites were baptised by him in the river Jordan, [they] were
telling [him about] [their] evil lives (= confessing their sins)’ (= Ru. “Bcs ctpana
Uypeiickas u VlepycanuMisie, ¥ KpeCTUINCh OT HETO Bce B peke VopnaHe,
UCIIOBEYsI TPEXI CBON ).
Subiir kizi lit. ‘evil person’- the construction is used with reference to the fol-
lowing concepts:
2.3.1 ‘sinner’ Ol ¢i-ptyr [...] kiZi-ldr-1d kajdy al-gan-nar akéd-zy-n, Subiir kiZi-
ldr-ld (2:16) [he eat-PRS person-pPL-INS who take-PST-PL money-35G.POSS-
Acc evil person-pL-INs] lit. ‘He eats with people who took money [and]
with evil people’ (= Ru. “Own ecr [....] ¢ MbrTapsimu u rpentavikamn’); Mdn
kal-giam kygyrga nd Subiir kiZi-ldr-ny, no Subiir kiZi-ny éak$y curta-zyn
(2:17) [I come-15G.PST *kygyr-yrga call-INF not(ru) evil person-pL-ACC
but(ru) evil person-acc good live-3sG.imp] lit. T came not to summon
evil people, but [to summon] an evil person [so that they may] live right-
eously’ (= Ru. “S mpuiuen npusBath He NpaBegHNUKOB, HO I'PEIIHIKOB
K mokasuui”). The construction $ubiir kiZi is used twice here. While its
use in the sense of ‘sinner’ in the second part of the sentence is uncon-
troversial, in the first part, as an attributive modifier of the word ‘person’,
an adjective meaning ‘good’ should have been used instead;
2.3.2. ‘wrongdoer, bandit’: kdl-gdin drvik Syj-gan-nyg: Subiir kiZd Syj-gan (15:28)
[come-PST word write-PRCP-DER evil *kiZi-gd person-DAT write-psT] lit.
‘the written word came: he wrote to an evil man’ (= Ru. “V cOp110Ch C10BO
ITucanus: u x 3nopesm npudren’); Abla kris-kd kak-sal-gan-nar paza
igy Subiir kiZi (15:27) [he.INs cross(RU)-DAT hit/strike-lay. AUX-PST-PL still
two evil person] lit. ‘with Him, they also crucified two evil people’ (= Ru.
“C Hum pacnsimu gByX pa36oiiHUKOB);
2.3.3. “possessed’: sinagoga-da [...] Subiir kiZi pol-gan (1:23) [synagogue-LOC
evil person be-pst] lit. ‘in the synagogue, there was an evil man’ (= Ru.
“B cuHarore 1x ObII 4e/I0BEK, OEP>KMMBIIL J[yXOM HEYUCTBIM ).
Subtir-nii ajt-kan [evil-acc speak-pTcPp] lit. ‘one who speaks evil, evil-speaker’ -
the construction is used to convey the meaning ‘sinner/blasphemer’: KiZi-lir-nyy
Pald-zy tud-ubul kii¢ car-da, prasind subiir-nii ajt-kédn-nar-gd (2:10) [person-
PL-GEN child/son-3sG.ross hold-prs power earth-Loc forgiveness(ru) evil-acc
speak-PTCP-PL-DAT] lit. ‘the Son of Man has the power on earth to forgive [sins]
[of] evil-speakers’ (= Ru. “CpiH YenoBeueckuit mMeeT BIACTh Ha 3eMJIE IIPOIATH

9

3

Li Yong-Song et al. (2008: 160) reconstruct the root of this verb as sat- ‘to relate, to tell,
to narrate’. However, considering the forms satan ‘he told’ (Birjukovic¢ 1981: 65) and sataptyr
he narrates” (Kondijakov and Lemskaja 2021: 130), one should reconstruct a disyllabic stem
for this verb as well.
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2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

rpexn’); Subiir at-kdn asamddd polbuk Subiir-nu ajt-kan-ny'° (3:28) [evil do-pTCp

nothing *pol-ba-gok be-NEG-FUT evil-acc speak-pTCP-35G.POss] lit. ‘there will

never be evil-doers [= evil-done]" [nor] evil-speakers’ (= Ru. “OynyT nporenst

ChIHAM YeJI0BEYECKIM BCe TPEXI M XY/IeHMsI, KaKVIMU OBl HU XyIun’).

Subiir(-nii) at-kdn [evil(-acc) do-pTcp] lit. ‘[one who] does evil, evil-doer’ — the

construction is used with reference to the following concepts:

2.5.1. ‘sinner’ Ioann [...] krds-kdn-ndr, éaksy Curt pol-zun; Subiir-nii at-kdn-nar
Subiir-nii atpdzynar (1:4) [John(ru) baptise(RU)-PsST-PL good life be-3sG.
IMP evil-acc do-pPTCP-PL evil-Acc *at-pd-zyn-nar do-NEG-35G.IMP-PL] lit.
‘John baptized, let there be a good life, let evil-doers not do evil’. In the
Russian version of Mark, the corresponding passage reads “VMoans [...]
KpecT [...] M mpornoBenys KpellleHye OKasHS IS IPOLIeHUs TPEXOB,
so this is one of the passages where the translator expressed the content
descriptively;

2.5.2. sin’ - the analysis of the sentence in section 3.5 suggests that the con-
struction is used to refer to the concept of ‘sin’, even though the verb at- =
CTkc. dt-*is in active voice, cf. also section 2.4 above.

Siibiir Cdr lit. ‘evil place’ — the construction is used to convey the following

meanings:

2.6.1. ‘[place grown over with] thorns” Subiir ¢ar-da cac-kan-nar, po kiZi dSpagan
po drvik-ty (4:18) [evil place-Loc pour-psT-PL this person *as-par-gan
hear-go.Aux-psT this word-acc] ‘sown in a bad place, this person hears
this word’ (= Ru. “IlocesiHHOe B TepHIY O3HAYAET CABILIAIINX CITOBO).
Given the use of MC tigin ‘wild rose’ (e.g. Birjukovi¢ 1979: 95) [= Tur.
diken ‘thorn’] and térn (< Ru. térnie) in the translation of another passage
of Mark, cf. térn périik (15:17) [thorn(ru) (head)dress] ‘crown of thorns’,
the use of the construction Siibiir &ir for descriptive explanation of the
place where thorns grow is unexpected;

2.6.2. ‘dark cell: Irod cap-sal-gan Ioann Subiir car-gd (6:17) [Herod(ru) close-
lay.aux-psT John(ru) evil place-part] lit. ‘Herod shut John in an evil
place’ (= Ru. “Ubo ceit Vipon, mocnas, B3sit VMoaHHA 1 3aKTIOYNIT €70
B TEMHUIY ).

til-i Subiir [language-3sG.poss evil] lit. ‘his language [is] evil’ - the construc-

tion is used only once in the entire translation of Mark to convey the mean-

ing ‘mute’ kulagycok - das-tyr, tyl-i Subiir ajd-ybyl (7:37) [*kulak-y-cok ear-3sG.

POss-be.not hear-prs language-3sG.poss evil speak-prs] lit. ‘(one who] has no

ear - hears, [one] whose language [is] evil - speaks’ (= Ru. “[Mncyc] n rnyxux

IeaeT CABIMIAILINMMY, U HeMbIX — roBopsimumn’ ). This construction raises

certain doubts about both its derivation and semantics. In the same sentence,

The sequence -nn- is most likely a misspelling and the text should read ajtkany.
Given the corresponding passage in the Russian translation of Mark, it is not unlikely that

Subiir atkdn denotes the result of the activity (i.e. the sin) rather than the agent (i.e. the sinner),

cf. also 3.5 below.
Cf. Sevortjan (1974: 312f.).
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2.8.

2.9.

3.

the meaning ‘deaf’ is conveyed by means of the compound kulagycok lit. ‘ear-
less’, which is a typical way of forming adjectives expressing the absence of
something in Middle Chulym, and therefore one would expect the meaning
‘mute’ to be conveyed by means of *tilicok lit. ‘tongueless’.

dz-y Subiir (1:27) [self/own (being?)-3sG.Poss evil] - the construction is used to
convey the meaning ‘evil spirit’, Ru. dyx neuucmuouii. It appears in the translation
of Mark only once, whereas elsewhere the concept is denoted by the word kacka
(6:7; 9:20) ~ kacky” (3:30). The first element of the construction is most likely
a MC rendering of the CTke. reflexive pronoun ds.* Although in the available
Middle Chulym lexical material, the word is only recorded with the meaning
‘self, own’ (Li Yong-Song et al. 2008: 140), in other Turkic languages, it can also
mean ‘being’, ‘breath’, ‘soul’, ‘power’, etc. (cf. Sevortjan 1974: 506f.). Therefore,
we can also assume such meanings for MC ds (~ ds), cf. also section 3.1.2 below.
Subiir ¢urtan kizi lit. ‘person living badly’ - the construction is used to convey
the meaning ‘extremely poor’ Subtir ¢urtan kiZi-lir-ny Os-ld apar-ybzagnar
(14:7) [bad *¢urta-gan live-pTCP person-pL-ACC self/own-INs *apar-ybylzyynar
bring-2pL.PRs] lit. ‘bring with you people who live badly’ (= Ru. “V60 muuux
Bcerja uMeere ¢ co6010”).

Semantic functions of syntactic structures of the type subiir (+ nominal) +

verb in the translation of Mark

The word $ubiir (or one of the constructions discussed in section 2) can combine
with the following verbs to convey the following meanings:

31

Subiir ajt- lit. ‘to speak evil, to speak ill’ — the construction is used with refer-

ence to the following concepts:

3.1.1 ‘to defame/slander™ par-gan-nar kizi Subiir ajt-kan-nar Ana uciin (15:29)
[go-PTCP-PL person evil speak-psT-PL he.DAT for] lit. ‘the passing people
spoke ill about Him’ (= Ru. “ITpoxopsuiue 3mocnosuau Ero”);

3.1.2 ‘to blaspheme (against God): Kudaj-ga subiir ajd-ybyl (7:22) [god-DAT evil
speak-prs] lit. ‘(he] speaks evil towards God’ - in this case, the personal
form of the verb substitutes for the Russian noun 6ozoxynvcmso ‘blas-
phemy’; slir ds-kdynar Kudaj-ga Subiir ajdarga (14:64) [you hear-2.pL.PST
god-DAT evil *ajt-arga speak-INF] lit. ‘have you heard [him] speak badly
towards God’ (= Ru. “Bet crbinrany 6oroxynsctso’); kim ajdyk Subtir-nii

13

In the available Middle Chulym data, this word is attested only as a euphemism for ‘bear’. An
etymology was suggested by Stachowski (1998: 114f, also see Pomorska 2021: 85). The ques-
tion of whether MC kacka ~ kacky in the translation of Mark and kacky euph. ‘bear’ are the
same word or homonyms requires further exploration beyond the scope of this article. Such
research may shed new light on discussions regarding the development of the euphemistic
character of the term for ‘bear’.

There are inconsistencies regarding the spelling of this word in the translation of Mark: esv: is
attested alongside €3y (3:24) ~ €310 (16:14) ~ e3u, in Kyoaii Esulit. ‘God Himself” ‘Holy Spirit’ (3:29).
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Kudaj Az-i-ngi (3:29) [who *ajt-tyk speak-ruT evil-acc god self/own-3sG.
poss-DAT] lit. ‘who will speak badly towards the Holy Spirit’ (= Ru. “kto
Oyzet xynutb [lyxa CBATOrO');

‘to condemn (to death) Kizi-ldr-nyy Pala-ny Subiir ajdyk oliirdjgd (10:33)
[person-pL-GEN child/son-acc evil *ajt-tyk speak-ruT *6liir-crgd kill-1Ng]
lit. “[they] will speak evil [against] the Son of Man [for him to be] kill[ed]’
(= Ru. “ocyzsar ero [= Cpina YenoBeueckoro] Ha cMepTh);

‘to testify against someone™ olar Sdy uciin-gd Subiir ajdadylar (14:60)
[they you.GEN for-DAT evil *ajt-ady-lar speak-prs-pL] ‘they speak evil of
You [lit. for You]’ (= Ru. “onu npotus Tebst cBU/eTENBCTBYIOT ).

3.2 Subiir(nu) at- ~ Subiir dt- lit. “to do evil’ - the construction is used to convey
the following meanings:

321

3.2.2

323

324

325

3.2.6

literally, ‘to do evil subbota-da caksy ad-drgd Subiir-nu addrgi (3:4)
[Sabbath-Loc good do-INF evil-acc *at-drgd do-INF] ‘on Sabbath [should
one] do good [or] do evil?’ (= Ru. “gomxHo nu B cy660Ty 106pO fenats,
VIJIV 3710 JieNIaTh);

‘to sin’x Aga Ustiin ¢urta-byl postkan slir-gi Subiir atkdgnar (11:25) [father
high dwell-prs *posVt-kan empty-pPsT you-DAT evil *at-kdynar do-2pL.
pst] lit. ‘Father, [who] lives High [in Heaven], purged you from the evil
you commiitted’ (= Ru. “Orew; Baur He6ecHBIiT IpOCTIII BaM COTpeLIeHN
Bamn’);

‘to defile, to make (a person) impure’: po [...] kizi-ny Subiir dt-tyr (7:23)
[this person-Acc evil make-PRs] lit. ‘this makes a man evil’ (= Ru. “ato
[...] ockBepHsieT yenoBeka’);

‘to humiliate/debase’ Kizi-ldr-nyy Pald-zy-nga [...] pajdak agrigd Subiir
at-tik-tdr (9:12) [person-PL-GEN child/son-35G.poss-DAT much *agry-Vrga
suffer-INF evil do-ruT-p1] lit. ‘the Son of Men [will] suffer much, they
will do evil’. The corresponding passage in the Russian text runs “Coiny
YenoBedyeckomy |[...] HafIEKUT MHOTO IIOCTPAfaTh ¥ OBITh YHUUIDKEHY 5

the passive voice of the discussed verb has not been retained in the

translation.

‘to do something against someone’ kim sldr-gi Subiir adarcol - dt-tyr
caksy (9:40) [who you-DAT evil *at-ar-col do-AOR-NEG do-PRrs good] lit.
‘whoever does not do evil to you, does good’ (= Ru. “kTo He mpoTuB Bac,
TOT 3a Bac’);

‘to slay, to kill’: Farisdj-ddr [...] irodian-nar-la satass-ip - Subiir-nu dddrgd
Tisus-ka (3:6) [Pharisee(ru)-PL Herodian(ru)-pL-INs talk with-cvB evil-
ACC *it-drgd do-INF Jesus(RU)-DAT] lit. ‘Pharisees talked with Herodi-
ans — [consipiring] to do evil to Jesus’ (= Ru. “@apucen [...] cocraBun
¢ upopMaHaMy coBelanue npotus Hero, kak 6b1 mory6uts Ero”).

5 In earlier available sources of Middle Chulym lexical material, the verb is also recorded
with a long vowel in the first syllable: satys- ‘to speak with, to talk with’ (Birjukovi¢ 1984: 80;
Li Yong-Song et al. 2008: 160) ~ satas- ‘id.” (Birjukovi¢ 1979b: 116).
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3.5

3.6

Subiir pol- lit. ‘to be evil, to become evil, (of evil) to be/happen’ — the construc-

tion is used to convey the following meanings:

3.3.1 ‘to be guilty, to deserve punishment anzonda'® ajdarga Subiir pol-gan
(3:2) [later *ajt-arga say-INF evil be/become-psT] lit. ‘[in order to] say later
[that] [He] became evil’ (= Ru. “uto6s1 06BuHNUTH Ero”);

3.3.2 ‘to exist, to occur (of pain related to death)” tdg kiin-dd dd atrd Subiir
poluk kizi-ldr-gi (13:19) [this day-Loc PRT very bad *pol-Iuk be/become-
FUT person-PL-DAT] lit. ‘on that day, it will be/become very bad for people’
(= Ru. “VI60 B Te guu 6ymeT Takas cKopop’);

3.3.3 ‘to be/become that which defiles (a person): asamddd kir-za kizdi Subr
any atpiik; no andyn Syk-sa Subiir poluk (7:15) [nothing enter-coND *kiZi-
gd person-DAT evil he.acc *at-pa-gok do-NEG-FUT but(ru) he.ABL exit-
CoND evil *pol-Iluk become-FuT] lit. ‘nothing [that] gets inside a man will
make him evil, but [what] comes out will be/become evil’ (= Ru. “auuro,
BXOfsillle€e B Ye/IOBEKA M3BHE, He MOXKET OCKBEPHUTD €r0; HO UTO MCXOJUT
U3 Hero, TO OCKBEPHsIeT YeoBeKa’);

3.34 ‘to become something that causes suffering” Kizi-lir-niy Pala pajdak
Subiir poluk (8:31) [person-PL-GEN child/son much evil *pol-luk be-
come-ruT] lit. ‘a lot of evil will befall the Son of Men’ (= Ru. “Ceiny
YesroBe4eCKOMY MHOTO JO/DKHO ITOCTPAJATh ).

Subiir pogiin- lit. ‘to think evil [thoughts]’ - the construction is used to convey

the following meanings:

3.4.1 ‘to be mistaken® sldr subiir poktiibziiynar (12:27) [you wrong *pogiin-
iibiilziiynar think-2pL.prs] lit. ‘you will think wrong’ (= Ru. “Urak, Bet
BecbMa 3a0/TyXK/jaeTecn’);

3.4.2 ‘to be offended (by someone): Ana subiir poktinnar (6:3) [he.DAT wrongly

*pogiin-gAn-nar think-pst-p1] lit. ‘[they] thought ill of Him’ (= Ru. “U cot
6masusanuch o Hem”).

Subiirnii atkdn al- lit. ‘to take the evil-doer (= evil done, cf. also section 2.4

above)’ — the construction is used to convey the meaning ‘to forgive sins Kudaj-

ga kaja subiir ajdybyl: kim alyk Subiir-nii at-kdn; Kudaj alyk? (2:7) [god-DAT
why evil *ajt-ybyl speak-prs who *al-lyk take-FuT evil-acc do-pTcp god *al-Iyk
take-ruT] lit. ‘Why does [he] speak evil to God? Who will take the evil-doer

(= evil done), will God take it?’ (= Ru. “ato OH Tak 60roxynbcTByeT? KTO MOXKET

HpOIATh Ipexy, KpoMe ofgHoro bora?”).

Subiir ¢urt sata- lit. ‘to tell [sb about one’s] evil life (= sin)’ — the construction

is used to convey the meaning ‘to confess’; for a sentence in which it is attested

cf. 2.2 above.

1 Cf. anzondyn ‘next time’ (Li Yong-Song et al. 2008: 109).
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