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Printed Balkan Turkish texts in the Cyrillic alphabet

from the middle of the 19th century (1841-1875):
A typological and graphematic approach

Matthias Kappler

Research problems and frameworks

Traditionally, Balkan Turkish texts in the Cyrillic alphabet have been
studied in older surveys and text editions' as related to or even part of
Karamanlidika book production — i.e. Turkish texts in the Greek alphabet
— and not without reason, as we will see below. Undoubtedly, the use of

Abbreviations

Balta 1987a = Evangelia Balta, Karamanlidika. Additions (1584-1900). Bibliographie Analytique, Athens,
Centre d’Etudes d’Asie Mineure, 1987.

Balta 1987b = Evangelia Balta, Karamanlidika. XXe siécle. Bibliographie Analytique, Athens, Centre d’Etudes
d’Asie Mineure, 1987.

Balta 1997 = Evangelia Balta, Karamanlidika. Nouvelles Additions et Compléments. Athens, Centre d’Etudes
d’ Asie Mineure, 1997.

BVK = Stojanov Manjo, bvieapcka 6b3podicoencka KHUMCHUHA. Ananumuyen pecucmop Ha 6vaeapckume KHUU
u nepuoouunu uzoanus, 1806-1878. Vol.1. Sofia, Nauka i Izkustvo, 1957.

Dmitriev (1928/1930) = Nikolaj K. Dmitriev, “Matepuansl mo ocMaHckoil auanektonoruu. QDoHeTHKa
kapamanuukoro® si3eika”, Zapiski Kollegii Vostokovedov 111/2 (1928): 417-458; IV (1930), 107-158.

Kappler 2002 = Matthias Kappler, Tiirkischsprachige Liebeslyrik in Griechisch-Osmanischen Liedanthologien
des 19. Jahrhunderts [Studien zur Sprache, Geschichte und Kultur der Tiirkvolker, Band 3]. Berlin, Klaus
Schwarz Verlag, 2002.

Mollova 1971 = Mefkiire Mollova, “Kiril Hurufatiyle Bir Tiirk Dili Abidesinin Baz1 Sentaktik Hususiyetleri”.
Voprosy Tjurkologii 1971 [= Festschrift for M. S. Siraliev, Baku: Izdalel’stvo Elm], 76-83.

Mollova 1972 = Mefkiire Mollova, “KTBRR ve Yunan-Kiril Harfli Tirk¢e Anitlarin iliskileri”, Tiirk Dili
Arastirmalar: Yilligi Belleten 1972, 173-182.

Salaville & Dalleggio, 1958 = Sévérien Salaville & Eugeéne Dalleggio, Karamanlidika. Bibliographie
analytique d’ouvrages en langue turque imprimés en caractéres grecs, 1 (1584-1850). Athens, Centre
d’Etudes d’Asie Mineure — Archives Musicales de Folklore dirigés par Mme Melpo Merlier, 1958.

Salaville & Dalleggio, 1966 = Sévérien Salaville & Eugene Dalleggio, Karamanlidika. Bibliographie
analytique d’ouvrages en langue turque imprimés en caractéres grecs, 11 (1851-1865). Athens, Collection
de I’Institut Frangais d’Athénes, 1966.

Salaville & Dalleggio, 1974 = Sévérien Salaville & Eugene Dalleggio, Karamanlidika. Bibliographie
analytique d’ouvrages en langue turque imprimés en caractéres grecs, 111 (1866-1900). Athens,
Drloroykog ZvAroyog “Tlapvaccds”, Emotmpovikai AwtpiBoi op. 4, 1974.

Stojanov 1957 = Manjo Stojanov, Bwreapcka 6b3podicoencka KHudCHUHA. Ananumuyen pesucmwop Ha
oOvreapckume knueu u nepuoouunu uzoanus, 1806-1878. Vol. 1. Sofia, Nauka i Izkustvo, 1957.

Simeon Tabakov, “benexku 3a kapaMaHIUTe W TEXHaTa JuTepatypa”’, lzvestija na
Istoriceskoto druzestvo 1905/1, 131-196; Dmitriev (1928/1930; Manjo Stojanov, “La
littérature bulgare-grecque-turque «karamanlienne»”, Etudes balkaniques 1979/2, 76-
82, and Mollova 1972.
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44 MATTHIAS KAPPLER

religious Karamanli books in the Turkophone Orthodox Christian milieu
was equally diffused in Asia Minor and Rumelia, with Istanbul
functioning as a passage and filter between the two areas. Religious texts
in the daily language of the flock were available mainly in the Greek
alphabet, which, as was the case with the Greek language itself, occupied
a high prestige position with strong cultural and religious symbolic value
among the non Greek-speaking Orthodox communities in the Balkan
Peninsula’. During the 19th century, even in some Slavic speech
communities the only known form of writing was not in the Cyrillic but
the Greek alphabet, as shown by Petko R. Slavejkov’s newspaper
Makedonia (1865), where he addressed the Macedonian Slavs in
Bulgarian written in Greek letters’. It is therefore not at all surprising that,
for practical reasons, Turkophone Balkan Christians used and produced
Turkish printed and manuscript material in Greek letters. Bulgarian
researchers stretched this natural fact to identify “Karamanli” as an
ethnonym of Balkan Turkophone Christians in general, and even to an
anachronistic explanation for the ethnogenesis of Asia Minor Turkophone
Christians who, according to this view, were supposed to have originated
from Balkan populations who “emigrated” after the “Turkish invasion” to
Asia Minor where they “were Turkified without adopting Islam™*. Linking
the Karamanlidika tradition in the Greek alphabet to Turkish texts written
in Cyrillic script, the latter have been called “Karamanli”, too, since the
publication (Dmitriev 1928/1930) of Teodosij Sinaitski’s Kuuea 3a

HayyeHue mpux A3UKo8 ClasaHOO0N2APCKU U 2peyecKus U Kapamaiuykou
(Salonica 1841), where the eclectic Turkish variety used in the book is
conventionally termed by Sinaitski as “karamalickij”. The term
“Karamanli”, which anyway lacks a specific linguistic definition’, is thus
extended to Balkan Turkish text production, be it in the Greek or Cyrillic

> Matthias Kappler, “Fra religione e lingua/grafia nei Balcani II: sincretismo religioso e

codeswitching presso musulmani e cristiani in Bulgaria (sec. XIX-XX)”, Rivista degli
Studi Orientali 72 / fasc. 1-4 (1998), 71-73.

Emmanouil A. Zachos-Papazachariou, “Baixoviky Bapér”. K. Tsitselikis (ed.),
Tlwooeg, olpafnta kou eBviky 1deoloyio otnv EAAddo xai ta. Balxavie, Athens,
Ekdoseis Kritiki, 1999, 59.

Manjo Stojanov, “La littérature”, op. cit., 78.

Matthias Kappler, “Transcription text, regraphization, variety? — Reflections on
‘Karamanlidika’”. Eva Csaté & Astrid Menz (eds.), The Mediators — Ottoman
Turkish and Persian in non-Arabic scripts. [Conference at the Orient Institut Istanbul,
15.-17.05.2009] (forthcoming).
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alphabet. Lately the picture has become even more complicated because of
a rising Gagauz nationalism which claims Karamanli literature as a
“literature in [the] Gagauz language” and incorporates texts in both the
Greek and Cyrillic scripts into the canon of Gagauz literature, even if the
linguistic variety bears no traces of Balkan Turkish at all®. It goes without
saying that we do have a rich production of Turkish texts in the Cyrillic,
Greek and Latin alphabets (the latter with Rumanian orthographical
features) in the Balkan Turkish variety used by the Gagauz in Bessarabia
during the 19th and early 20th centuries, and that there is a close link
between Karamanlidika book production and Gagauz literature and
language’. The borders between the 19th century Cyrillic written Gagauz
texts and the Cyrillic Turkish text production outside the Gagauz realm are
very hard if not impossible to trace because of the similar linguistic
varieties used in the texts. In the present approach, we have excluded
Gagauz book production in the Cyrillic alphabet, confining our research to
printed® material produced outside Bessarabia, mainly in Istanbul, Serbia
and Bulgaria, in the middle of the 19th century, which was edited or
written by Bulgarians, thus adopting edition as an extra-linguistic criterion
of selection. Evidently, some of the material discussed here, especially of
a religious character, must have been used by Gagauz as well as by other
Turkophone Balkan Christians.

As far as the links with Karamanli book production are concerned, our
definition is strictly graphical, as is the phenomenon itself: “Karamanli” as
a conventional term for Turkish texts in the Greek alphabet should be

®  This claim goes as far as to present Karamanli texts, originally in Greek script, in

Latin alphabet and “transferred” into forms close to Gagauz phonetic patterns, in
order to characterize them as “Gagauz”, e.g. a page from Aziz Aleksiosun Methiyesi,
see Stepan Bulgar, “U3 ucropum murepatypsl ['aray3zos XIX-mau. XX BB.”, in S.
Bulgar (ed.), Cmpanuyer Hecmopuu u Jlumepamyput I'acayzoe XIX-nau. XX 6s., 3-19.
Chisinau: Pontos, 2005, 4.

Cf. the case of Islamic terminology in religious Gagauz texts, certainly mediated by
Karamanli texts; see Ljudmila A. Pokrovskaja, “MycynbMaHCKue 3J€MEHTHl B
CHUCTEME XPUCTHUAHCKOH PETUTHO3HOM TEPMHUHOJIOTHM raray3oB”, Sovetskaja
étnografija 1 (1997), 130-142.

As may be understood from the title of the present paper, manuscript texts are not
included in our analysis. For manuscript material, see Gyorgy Hazai, “Monuments
linguistiques osmanlis-turcs en caracteres cyrilliques dans les recueils de Bulgarie”,
Acta Orientalia Hungarica X1/1-3 (1960), 221-233; idem, “Kiril harfleriyle yazili bir
Tiirkge metin {istiine”. Tiirk Dili Aragtirmalar: Yilligi Belleten 1966, 143-155, and
Matthias Kappler, “Fra religione e lingua/grafia nei Balcani II”, op. cit., 73-83.
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described separately from “Cyrillic Turkish” texts, and the two terms and
text typologies, although culturally and historically linked together, should
be clearly distinguished from a graphical point of view. However, since
we will see that several Cyrillic Turkish texts precisely refer to Karamanli
models, at least in the area of religious books, we will then have to
compare graphematically these two narrowly related text corpora (section
2 below).

1. Cyrillic Turkish texts: categories and typologies

In a manner similar to the production of Turkish books in the Greek
alphabet (“Karamanlidika”)’, Cyrillic Turkish texts can be divided into
two main groups: religious and non-religious books. What distinguishes
Cyrillic Turkish from Karamanlidika printed book production is the fact
that, in the case of the former, religious books were not the dominant
typology at the beginning: only two of the first six books in the period
between 1841 and 1852 have religious content (see below chapter 4,
“Appendix”, nos. 1-6). Five of the total twenty-one books have a religious
purpose (prayer books, excerpts from the Bible, catechisms, pilgrimage
and hagiographic literature; nos. 2, 4, 15, 19, 20), whereas the sixteen non-
religious texts can be subdivided into language manuals (dialogue books
and dictionaries/glossaries; nos. 1, 5, 8, 11), songs contained in poetical
and musical anthologies (nos. 7, 9, 10, 12, 16, 17; the Turkish text in no.
13), and literary texts, either in translation or original (nos. 3, 6, 18;
however, from a stylistic point of view, no. 2 also is a “literary text”).
Additionally, our list contains two texts from Bulgarian newspapers (nos.
14, 21).

As for the chronological order, our material can be grouped according
to both printing place and year, we thus suggest the following
periodization:

1. 1841-1852: books printed in Salonica, Belgrade and in the

printing-house of the Ecumenical Patriarchate;

2. 1854-1864: books printed in Istanbul, mainly by Divit¢ian, and in

Plovdiv;

3. 1870-1872: books printed in the Petko Slavejkov’s Makedonija

printing-house in Istanbul;

’ For a typological overview of Karamanlidika books, see Evangelia Balta,

“Périodisation et typologie de la production des livres Karamanli”. deitio Kévpoo
Mikpooiotikawv Xrovddv 12 (1997-1998), 129-153.
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4. 1874-1875: books printed in the Danubian area (Ruse and Braila).
The shift from the first to the second period is determined by, among other
things, the tension between the Bulgarian Orthodox and the Ecumenical
Patriarchate in the 1850s and 1860s which culminated in the schism of
1872; hence the abandonment of the patriarchal printing house'’. The third
period is characterized by Petko R. Slavejkov’s activity and the
Makedonija printing-house (the homonymous newspaper was founded in
1865)"!, whereas all three books produced during the last period were
printed outside Istanbul, a fact which links this period to the following
years of national struggle and independence.

1.1. Religious books

The first (published in 1845) and perhaps most interesting book of this
group is the Cyrillic Turkish version of Hazret-i Avraam, a religious play
about the sacrifice of Abraham, well-known from the Karamanlidika
bibliography'?. The adaptor of the play to the Cyrillic Turkish version is
indicated as Ierodiakon Hadzi Ioanikij from Turija in the kaza of Kazanlak
(BVK 3247). The title (see Appendix, no. 2) indicates that this is the
second edition; unfortunately we were not able to trace the book back to
any first edition. Thirteen years later a translation from Turkish into
Bulgarian by Andrej Popdojnov Robovskij (Elena 1801-1858) appeared in
Divit&ian’s printing-house in Istanbul’. Even a superficial comparison
between the Karamanli and the Cyrillic Turkish editions shows that we are
dealing with the same translation, that of Papa Sofronios from Sille.
However, interestingly enough, the only difference between the two texts
is that the colophon which reveals Papa Sofronios’ name in the Karamanli
edition'* is missing in the Cyrillic Turkish edition. Because of its close

Cf. Evangelia Balta, Beyond the Language Frontier — Studies on the Karamanlis and
the Karamanlidika Printing. Istanbul, Isis Press, 2010, 154 (with bibliography). I
thank Evangelia Balta for having drawn my attention to this point.

Bojan Penev, Hcmopus na nosama 6wvreapcka aumepamypa. 4: Bwvieapckama
aumepamypa npe3z emopama nonosuna Ha XIX eex, Sofia, Darzavna pecatnica, 1936,
428-626; D. Kosev, Ilemxo P. Cnasetixos. Sofia, 1950.

2" Edition in 1836; see Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, no. 81.

Kepmea unu cnyocba Aspaamosa. Ilpesen om mypcku Ha Ovieapcku caxkenapuii non
Anopeiin . Jloiinos Pobosckuii u3z Twpuoeécka Enena. KoHCTaHTHHOBranm, B
nedatannara Taxest JunTanana, 1858. 72 p. 8° [BVK 6587, Kiril i Metodij 397].

' Salaville & Dalleggio 1958, 238-239.
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link to Karamanli book production, loanikij’s Hazret-i Avraam will be
discussed more in detail below (2.1.).

The second edition from the same period (1851, Appendix no. 4) is a
one-sheet printing of New Testament texts in Ecclesiastic-Slavic letters
selected by the well-known East Bulgarian editor and librarian Penco
Radov (d. 1865) from Karlovo (Plovdiv). A second edition of this
publication appeared in 1855 (BVK 6440).

In 1870 Ioan Nikolov Zjumbulov, who in the title page (see Appendix,
nr. 15) is indicated as “the monk Hadzi loani, son of Nikola Stimbiiloglu
from Incesu / Kayseri”, edited a selection of religious texts available also
in the Karamanlidika bibliography, namely the pluriedited lerusalimin
Ziyaretnamesi” . Since the book was not available at the National Library
“Kiril 1 Metodij”, we could not compare the contents with the Karamanli
editions, a task which will remain for future research.

Two books (Appendix, nos. 19 and 20) belong to the last period of our
material, and contain prayers and religious songs. Both books were
produced in the printing house of the editor Dimitar Pani¢kov in Braila,
and both books are printed in 1875. However, the last page (28) of edition
no. 19 contains an announcement in Bulgarian of the volume to follow'
and therefore precedes no. 20. Another prayer book from the same
printing house and same year is mentioned by Stojanov (BKV 7781)'7; the
same format (pages, price and title) points to a sister edition of no. 18,
although the contents could not be checked, as the book was not available
at “Kiril i Metodij”.

It should be remarked here that one of the musical anthologies (see
below 1.2.1.), namely no. 10 of our Appendix, includes a religious song
(ilahi) on Jerusalem (“Kutsuserif [Yerusalim] igun bent”), signed by
“Pravitelstvennago Sabljara (‘chief sabre man’) Ch. Georgi Markovica”,

First Karamanlidika edition in 1862, see Salaville & Dalleggio 1966, no. 139. Later
editions in 1866 [Balta 1987a: no. 44], 1873 [Balta 1997: no. 38], 1892 [Balta 1987a:
no. 84], 1905 [Balta 1987b: no. 21], and 1907 [Balta 1987b: no. 31].

“Cera Ha ckopo cs Typu noanedat Axaruc u [lapaxnuc Ha [Ipecstas boroponuna ce
Ha Typcks s3uK”.

Ivan Todorov Chrulev, Morumeu ¢ yvproeno nenue na mypcku s3ux, cocmasun Mean
T. Xpynes. bpanna, neuaranna X. JI. [Tannukosa, 1875.
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possibly the Serbian poet and master of arms, Pord e Markovi¢ (1806-
1891)"%,

1.2. Non-religious books

1.2.1. Music

The most wide-spread group over the years of Cyrillic Turkish book
publication is the poetical corpus contained mostly in musical anthologies
(seven books from 1854 to 1872). All of them were printed in Istanbul,
with one exception (no. 13) that appeared in Plovdiv and, however, has a
different typology, being a Bulgarian syllabary (bukvar) with an appendix
of prayers and songs to be sung in schools, and two Turkish songs in
honour of Sultan Abdiilaziz (pp. 60-62)"°. One anthology (no. 10) was
edited by Penc¢o Radov, whom we have seen as the editor of religious texts
and who also published a Turkish-Bulgarian dictionary, as well as a
collection of fables (see 1.2.2. and 1.2.3. below). Penco Radov was, thus,
one of the most prolific editors in Cyrillic Turkish book production. The
remaining six anthologies were edited by Petko Racov Slavejkov
(Tarnovo 1827-Sofia 1895) or his collaborators. Petko R. Slavejkov, father
of the celebrated poet of the Bulgarian Renaissance Penco Slavejkov,
being himself a poet and journalist, also edited two Bulgarian newspapers,
Gajda and Makedonija, during his stay in Istanbul (1864-1874). Like the
parallel editions of Ottoman Greek anthologies®, these books addressed
the “young generation for its delight” (3a pac myxa na mnadume*' | mpoc
dpyiv tov epoteouévoy Néwv ko Neavidwv?), and contain both

Markovi¢ spent part of his life in Istanbul and Jerusalem. The letter “Ch.” in the
anthology undoubtedly stands for “Chadzi” (Haci, pilgrim to Jerusalem). I thank
Ivanka I. Ivanova, Sofia, for this information.

The other anthological texts, in Bulgarian, are: prayers [MonuTBBEI = ypok 26], 51-56;
one school song in honour of Abdiilaziz, 57-58; one song on “learning”, 58-59; and
one song on Kiril i Metodij, pp. 59-60. On Greek Ottoman hymns in honour of
Abdiilaziz, see Sia Anagnostopoulou & Matthias Kappler, “Z1qto (Nt 0 ZovAtdvog /
Bin yasa Padisahimiz: the Millet-i Rum singing the praises of the Sultan in the
framework of Helleno-Ottomanism”. Archivum Ottomanicum 23 (2005-2006) [=
Me¢élanges en I’honneur de Elizabeth A. Zachariadou], 47-78.

Cem Behar, “Tirk Musikisinin Tarihinin Kaynaklarindan: Karamanlica Yaymlar”.
Miiteferrika 2 (1994), 39-54 and Kappler, 2002.

21 Cnaseiive 1864 (BVK 6954; Appendix, no. 12).

2 Kifgpo 1848 (Balta 1987a, no. 26).

20



50 MATTHIAS KAPPLER

Bulgarian and Turkish, but also bilingual® songs, mainly sarki, which
were fashionable at that time in all Ottoman communities and repeated
throughout Turkish, Greek and Bulgarian mecmu ‘as. A more detailed
analysis of the songs compared with the Greek Ottoman anthologies will
follow below (2.2.).

1.2.2. Language

Another rather large group of non-religious books is represented by
language manuals, dictionaries, syllabaries and grammar books for use by
Bulgarian speakers with Turkish as the target language. Like similar
publications in Ottoman Greek, these works, written in Bulgarian, are not
“Cyrillic Turkish books” in sensu strictu, but as they contain Turkish texts
in the Cyrillic alphabet, we include them in our material**. The language
material in two of these works has been studied extensively from a
linguistic point of view by Dmitriev and Hazai (no. 1), and Mollova (no.
5). Whereas these two books, as well as the anonymous hectalingual
Paseosopu 6vreapcku  -epeuecku-mypcKu-@panyy3Ku-anHeio-umaiuaHcKy
(no. 11), are dictionaries or dialogue books for the practical use of
Bulgarian speakers, the Typckiti 6ykeap (1856, no. 8) by Stefan Vilkov,
who was born in Z eravna, studied in Istanbul and then taught in his
hometown until his death in 1878, is an interesting edition for use in
school instruction which reveals not only Turkish language material (in
Arabic and Ecclesiastic-Slavic letters), but also linguistic description
patterns of the 19th century. The book will need to be studied in
combination with comparable production in the Ottoman Greek area
which begins much later (after 1875 with Avraam Maliakas’ Elifba-yi
“Osmani, Alpafntépiov 0Bwuavikév katd ué0odov dlwc véav™®). As far as
we know, no Bulgarian grammar of Turkish was written during the 19th
century, as opposed to the extensive Ottoman Greek activity in this field,

3 Cf. the edition of a Turkish-Bulgarian song contained in no. 9 (Hosa necronoiixa) in

Matthias Kappler, “L’amour voilé: poésie bilingue et plurilingue dans les anthologies
grecques et bulgares des chansons ottomanes du 19¢me siécle”. Mediterranean
Language Review 10 (1998), 159-163.

Cf. the remark by Evangelia Balta, “Periodisation”, op. cit., 132 for the
Karamanlidika material.

2 Stojanov 1957, 53.

* Balta 1987a, nr. 57.
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and it may be assumed that Bulgarians probably used the widely diffused
Ottoman grammars written in Greek or French?’.

1.2.3. Literature

An interesting edition (1848, Appendix no. 3), the Masaliye Hekayet about
the “Greek Emperor Pontianus”, is mentioned by Mollova (1972: 174),
although the book is not contained in BVK and is not available in “Kiril 1
Metodij”. The Karamanli edition was published in Athens in 1840%.
According to Mollova (ibid.), the prologue of the Cyrillic Turkish edition
specifies that the book is a transcription of a formerly published
“Anatolian Turkish” edition, obviously the 1840 edition in Greek letters™.
We have here an unambiguous hint that some Cyrillic Turkish books are
actually transcriptions of Karamanli editions. This supposition must be
proved by a comparative graphematical analysis; in the case of Masaliye
Hekayet this is not possible at present, since the Cyrillic Turkish edition
mentioned by Mollova has not yet been found, and, what is more, Mollova
herself did not, unfortunately, undertake such an analysis. Another link
between the two traditions of book production can also be established by
the name of the librarian Vasilis Telamon from Ankara who paid the
expenses of the Cyrillic Turkish edition printed in Bucharest’’, and was
also the sponsor of the second Karamanli edition (1867) that appeared
again in Athens’'.

*7 Cf. Matthias Kappler, “Konflikt und Ideologie in den griechischen Grammatiken des
Osmanischen im 19. Jahrhundert”. Hendrik Boeschoten & Heidi Stein (eds.), Einheit
und Vielfalt in der tirkischen Welt — Materialien der 5. Deutschen
Turkologenkonferenz, Universitdt Mainz, 80-93. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, 2007.
Balta 1987a, no. 16; a second edition appeared in 1867, see Salaville & Dalleggio
1974, no. 155.

“Esbu hik’ae Anadolda meshur ... olan tiirk lisan-ile dahi terciime olunmusudu, simdi
bu defa slav’an kalemi, ve harfleri-ile dahi tahrir olunup...” (see Mollova 1972, 174).
Cf. the similar formulation on the title page of the 1840 Karamanli edition: “Esbu
hikayet Arabistan lisanlarindan sayr1 cok Tayfelerin lisanlari ile terciima olunmusudu,
simdi bu defa Anadolda meshur ve musarrah tiirki lisani ile terciima olunub ...” (Balta
1987a, 21).

“Vasilios Telamun mesarifi-ile tap olunmustur”, see Mollova 1972, 174.

“Bu defa Engiirlii Kitap¢1 Vasilaki Telamon mesarifi ile tab olunmustur” (Salaville &
Dalleggio 1974: nr. 155). Salaville & Dalleggio (ibid.) state also that “une édition de
cet ouvrage a paru a Varna (Bulgarie) en 19037, without, however, specifying any
other details; would this perhaps be a yet undiscovered, second Cyrillic Turkish
edition?
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The second book with literary texts in our corpus is the 1852 edition of
Mesrebiye Masallar edited by Penco Radov (Appendix, no. 6). The book
consists of a selection of Aesop’s fables, see below (2.3.) for the
connection to the Karamanli tradition.

The only original literary text, i.e. not a translation, is the travel
narration written in rhyming couplets by Baco Kiro Petrov, printed in
1874 in Ruse (Appendix, no. 18). The author was born 1835 in Gorni
Turceta (Ottoman name: Murad Bey, today Bjala Cerkva, between Veliko
Tarnovo and Ruse), studied at the Monastery BatoSevskij, taught in
several villages, and between 1872 and 1873 travelled to Bucharest,
Istanbul and Belgrade’. He committed to writing the account of his
travels in 1873 in his native village — the date and place of composition
emerge from the colophon (p. 52)*. The first edition of Ilvmysane na
baua Kupa appears in Bulgarian in 1873 in Ruse [BVK 6066]; this second
version contains the trip to Serbia (pp. 7-34) in Bulgarian, whereas the part
about Turkey (but with many passages about Serbia) is written in Turkish
(pp. 35-52).

As a kind of literary production we must add two satirical poems
included in the Bulgarian newspapers Gajda (1864, Appendix nr. 14) and
Napredak (1875, nr. 21) published in Istanbul. Gajda, which presents
itself as a satiric periodical (“SatiriCeski vestnik za svestjavane na
Balgarite), published on 5.10.1864 a poem comprising twenty-four
stanzas and entitled “Dasitan-1 hicv-i zariflik” (*Satiric epic on elegance’).
Satirizing fashion and its negative influence on society was already
widespread in other communities of the City as well: examples are the
Ottoman Greek booklets Ta Amoteiéouozo tov Lvpuod (‘The effects of
fashion’; 1860) and BovAyapopavapiotns (1853), both by Anastasios
Pnevmatikas®*. The poem included in Napreddik (18.1.1875) bears the title
“Survaknik ili novogodisni pozdravlenija” (‘Feuilleton or New Year
Greetings’). Beyond being “a play of our skills in Turkish” it satirizes “our
situation [...] and those who operate on our nation of working people”, as

2 Stojanov 1957, 286.

3 In the Cyrillic alphabet: “Murad-bek karyesinden Kiro daskal. Orasini varmis gezmis
/ Burada o kendisi yazmis. 1873”. Below, in Arabic letters: “Murad beg qaryesinden
Kiro Petro 1289”.

Kappler 2002, 41, 494 and Pinelopi Stathi, “KovotavtivoumoAitiko ctiovpynuote —

H Qpoio MeAmopévn kai o durpdownog epactng Nukoddkng’”, O Eranistis 21 (1997),
353 and 365.
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the Bulgarian foreword states. Both texts deserve a closer analysis in view
of their historical context.

2. Cyrillic Turkish texts and the production of Turkish books in

Greek letters

In this section we shall try to show the close link between Karamanlidika
and Cyrillic Turkish book production through examples drawn from
graphematic-linguistic analysis and from a typological point of view.
Obviously, space limitations do not allow comparative analysis of all the
material. Thus, our proposed approach includes the linguistic analysis of a
small part of Hazret-i Avraam, a comparison of the songs (sarki)
contained in three of the anthologies of our corpus, as well as a
comparison of narratives and language in Mesrebiye Masallar.

2.1. Graphematic analysis of Cyrillic Turkish texts: the example of
Hazret-i Avraam
Although the relationship between Turkish texts in the Greek and Cyrillic
alphabets is sometimes made explicit by the book producers themselves in
cases such as the Masaliye Hekayet mentioned above, a detailed
graphematic and linguistic analysis is required for each book in order to
get a clearer picture of that relationship. A comparison between the
graphization choices™ for those phonemes which do not stand in a 1:1-
relation to a grapheme in the respective graphic system, and then between
the phonetic and morphological forms in the two versions, will clearly
show the links and differences between the analysed texts. As an example,
we proceed by the analysis of Hazret-i Avraam (Karamanli edition: 1836
[Salaville & Dalleggio 1958: nr. 81]; Cyrillic Turkish edition: 1845

3 We deliberately speak about graphic “choices”, since in no case is there a
standardized “orthography” for Turkish texts in any alphabet of the 19th century,
except, to a certain extent, the Arabic one (with great oscillations even in that field).
As far as can be determined at this stage of research, the process of graphization is
still largely determined by “choices” made by each editor/translator/author, although
partly influenced by certain “rules” according to the book’s typology, printing-house
and origin,. See, for a further analysis, Matthias Kappler, “A proposito di ‘ortografia
caramanlidica’”. Ugo Marazzi (ed.), Turcica et Islamica - Studi in memoria di Aldo
Gallotta (= Series Minor LXIV). Napoli, Dipartimento di Studi Asiatici dell’Istituto
Universitario Orientale, 2003, 309-339, and Gavriel Eftychios, “Transcription
Problems of Karamanlidika Texts”, Evangelia Balta & Matthias Kappler (eds.), Cries
and Whispers in Karamanlidika Books — Proceedings of the First International
Conference on Karamanlidika Studies (Nicosia 11"-13"  September 2008).
Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, 2010, 255-265.
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[Appendix below, no. 2]). We shall compare the preface and the first three

distichs of the poem™®.

A Y43

B Bwranvansh RSanangh
HATHY Ty,

———t—

SKYANAZ Aadcimmax ihpirz,
s.: eu:\-rn Apr Ialmnimum,gx irairs,
XEMZ Hachax a8z ,‘dwxz'\ HaaiTz,

Xasperh "depaimz Xepanracings €z XA-

! P‘ﬂl'r'.
ESHS Sk¥AYRTA 6¥5Acmnaz YA mondairs,

"OxSwonz 6548 ming ETTHgEATE EHpipE pax-

METZ.

Fig. 1: Hazret-i Avraam (1845), p. [2-3]

(1) The preface

Preface Hazret-i Avraam, in Greek letters
(1836), p. 3

Preface Hazret-i Avraam, in Cyrillic letters
(1845), p. [3]”

1. [Tod Kurrantlaali 6xovyaviopd
VOGUKET.

2. "Hpdt o1 oxovywovvap dAdonvng inpet,

3. Atoap, BE EPratiap ayvayrdonvng
1togT,

4. Be poymet yép vaon dlovp Alhoyd
ncer,

5. Xalpétt APpaap xopavtacnvtio E6v
YOPOKET.

6. ITovvod oxovdovkta Tovidonvnl tlava
HEVQOET,

7. Okobylovv movvod tam £TTipevvepE
TPEP POYLET.

1. By Kuramuaasit okysiHIapa HaCHXET.

2. "Miman cu3 OKySIHIIAp alTacUHN3 HOPET,

3. Atanap, Be eBIaTIAp arHasCUHU3 UTaET,

4. Be par6ét xem HACHI OJIyp Ataxa
H33€T,

5. Xa3zperit ABpadM XOpaHTacHHIIa ¢IIH
Xapaker.

6. Byny okynykra OynacuHM3 JaHA
MeH(paér,

7. OkyroH OyHY Tam eTTHpeHiepé oupép
paxmér.

36

237-239.
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with Greek breathings and accents.

The text in the Greek alphabet is provided as it appears in Salaville & Dalleggio 1958,

Page without numeration; cf. fig. 1 for the original page in Ecclesiastic-Slavic letters
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(2) The first verses

Greek letters (1836, p. 5) Cyrillic letters (1845, p. 1)**

1. ATTEAOZ T'iévit MeAek coilevnip 1. ATTEJI ssan Menék counenup

2. Oy yur ABpadipt, oVYLviT drytory o 2. Oysia 51 ABpaam, OysTHHIT asiara
KaAKAoMV, KaJKACHH,

3. Zava T'koidev Epip keTnpdn i 618001 3. Cana I'lounén éMup reTUpANM CHnuayI
TaKdoNVv. OaxacuH.

4. Obywav yu Aoy codnk, Be xog 4. OysiH 51 AJIaxiH CaiiiK, BE Xac Kyny
KOLAOV 0714V, OYSIH.

5. Zipo. kamynong oyovpavny Pokti] SenA, | 5. 3upa KaUruch3 OyIOMaHHH BaKTH S,
ovyLdv. OYSIH.

6. Ovylavki, £o01déomv AMAoyTV GEVOEV 6. OysiH Ku, UIIUAECHH AJUTaXMH CeHICH
OAQV LLOTAOLTTOLVOD, OJIAH MaTIyOyHY,

7. ’Ecid 0A Mekankrev oetl1de olovvav 7. Eumiin on MenaukTéH ceuuié oyHAH
AMoynv voueov{ovvoD. AnnaxvH HyQy3yHY.

First of all, it must be noted that the Greek graphization shows the usual
inconsist, yet conventional choices found in Karamanli editions®, e.g. in
the area of the phoneme /1/, although at the beginning of text (1) it seems
that the writer uses <t> for /i/ and <n> for /1/ (vaocuiyér, mpep / dhdonvnl,
vaonA), it becomes clear that in the following pages the grapheme <n> is
used rather arbitrarily (e.g. in GotAevip, KETNPINLL).

Comparing the two texts, we may distinguish three trends in the graphical
and linguistic formation:

I. The adaptation of some Greek graphemes to the possibilities of the
Cyrillic graphical system.
This is the case with two graphemes: <n> and <k>, standing for both /b/ or
/p/, and /g/ or /k/, respectively. In other words, the Greek alphabet in our
text does not distinguish the representation of voiced and unvoiced pairs®,
whereas the Cyrillic alphabet does (<6> or <m> / <r> or <x>). loanikij,
who adapted the Cyrillic Turkish edition, took advantage of the graphical
resources of the Cyrillic system and subsequently wrote 6yny : tam, and

% Cf. fig. 2 for the original page in Ecclesiastic-Slavic letters.

Even when certain graphical rules are given at the beginning of a Karamanli work,
these rules are not always followed in the same book; see for example Eftychios
Gavriel, “Transcription Problems”, op. cit., 256.
However, our text shows inconsistency also in this area, since there is one example
(I'kwo1dev) where /g/ is graphically distinguished.

39
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TETUPANM : KylIy versus movvod : tam and ketnpdnp : kKoviov in the
Karamanli version. This might appear quite natural, but was not always
the case: as Mollova (1972: 175) has pointed out, in some Cyrillic Turkish
texts we observe the traces of the original Greek graphization without
distinction between voiced and unvoiced stops (e.g. kepek / gerek).

Cuns BT AN ASinG g 1Erpa= ‘ m@%m%m

Wi AUAALWENE EUMENCEARR

¢ XA3P6TH
B\'lﬁ.l,\.\ sranz SatnSpz.
16PAdMHH K

a0t S L
L P RYoniang Xenacch
Xh S s —_
MBAGRR, o) Dy
ARPAAATA, oy AT T e A%
eneed, ’ﬁxm; "Tilin Meadhz comaeniipz,
TCAARE, 'OraS. Ofanz. i:lrlﬂlip-\‘f\h\'l, oyaniing ANrA Bask Az,
: ; Gana I'ichatnz Emnpz reminAlax St
CUrMNAHR, ABpasmiing Xu3- § g H"K_'“;"x"\ 2
COPEPK METEApAApTA. 0\{5«:‘1‘5 it '|l.\‘uxfma CAANKT, BE X"\m wSa¥otdnz.
vy ; 30p8 KANrHCHRE OVIOMANNE | BABTIN AfIAT,
ARTA i GAgpannnz oy ANz,
TAMACh, | pAgicasgh. OV anz ki, fiwmensz "Aaaayinz CEIAGHZ &4.’\:1‘2
J | maralusns,

Guiaz 24z Meaammring  cemAE da¥winz
"Aanayiing WY pYasis.

LS riowz ’ﬂ,\.\fl(z fienfpx e Eannping oilge
4 ishox KYpeinz,

Xeémn Temisz, BE ameaiaz Samaal EmmE
8S o3t romAnz.

b «_«Lu-‘ e i

Fig. 2: Hazret-i Avraam (1845), p. [4]-1

II. The phonetic and morphonological adaptation of the language.

The second “natural” procedure in transcription is the sporadic linguistic
adaptation to a variety closer to the transcriber’s speech or writing habits,
or to a “standardized” variety the transcriber wants to achieve with his
adaptation. Examples of this in our text include:

a) The nl > nn assimilation phenomenon in the Karamanli text
(oxovylavvap [text 1, line 2], and €rtpevvepe [1,7]) shifts to okysmnap
and ertupeniepé, respectively;

b) esid is shifted to isid (éc10éonv > ummaécun [2,6], although also e-
forms occur: emuayn [1,3] ema [2,7]);

¢) The o- > u- shift in dy14v > oysu (2,4 and 2,5) and in dyovpavny >
oytomaHmH (2,5; though also the Karamanli text presents u-forms).
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All these cases show a more centralized or “standardized” language in the
Cyrillic text, or, with other words, a levelling trend as opposed to the
Anatolian dialect forms of the Karamanli text.

III. The conservation of graphical and linguistic features from the
Karamanli original in the Cyrillic adaptation.

An inverse phenomenon, though equally typical for transcription, can be
observed in some maintained forms, namely in three areas of phonology:
a) The Greek stressing is faithfully conserved even in abnormal cases,
such as the imperative 2pl forms &w > éaun (1,5), and ‘Okodyovv >
Oxyron (1,7). The only exception to this rule is uip > émmp (2,3);
however an error in the Cyrillic text cannot be excluded here.

b) The fluctuation in the converb form (y)Ip ~ (y)Up in the Karamanli text
is exactly reflected in the Cyrillic version: ovylavnm > oysuum (2,2) ~
€o1000m > emmayn (2,3).

c¢) Phonological variants which are not necessarily dialect forms, or not
perceived as such by the transcriber, are faithfully copied to the Cyrillic
text: itagt > uraér (1,3; itaat), yapoxét > xapakér (1,5; hareket), pevoost
> mendaér (1,6; menfaat)*'.

All the aforementioned trends prove that a faithful transcription was
produced by loanikij, a transcriber who was well acquainted with Turkish
and carefully adapted or maintained the text without changing it
absolutely.

2.2. The links between Cyrillic Turkish and Greek Ottoman musical
anthologies

It goes without saying that the Turkish songs and poems (mostly sarki, to
a lesser extent gazel and mane) contained in the anthologies, which were
often edited by prominent figures in the Ottoman capital’s urban milieu,
represent more generally the cultural legacy of Istanbul’s diverse
communities, crossing ethnic, religious and social borders. The Greek
anthologies were the first printed books of this genre (1830), whereas
Ottoman Turkish giifte mecmu ‘alar: (beginning with Hasim Bey in
1852)* and Armenian anthologies (the oldest dating back to 1865) were

“!' The cryptic form yopavtacivt{a / xopanTacimma (1,5), with unknown meaning, can
also be added to this category.
> Cf. Kappler, 2002, 30.
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printed afterwards.* Additionally, for our purpose it is important to note
that the subscriber lists of the Greek anthologies around the 1850s include
many Slavic names (even in Cyrillic script) and Bulgarian place names™* —
an indication that Bulgarians used the Greek anthologies extensively i (:
is thus no wonder that many of the songs in our material can be found in
previous musical anthologies edited by Ottoman Greeks. The more
interesting question is: from which anthologies are the songs taken, and
has the linguistic shape been changed during the transcription process, or
has it been adopted?

We have selected three anthologies for our purpose: Hosa necronoiixa
(1857; henceforward NP; Appendix no. 9), as the first book with a
consistent number of songs (29 Turkish sark:r), mostly from Ottoman
Greek anthologies; Pasna no6o6na necnoneska (1858; henceforward PP;
Appendix no. 10) as a follow-up anthology of the previous one; and
Cnasetive (1864; henceforward SL; Appendix no. 12), as an anthology
containing almost exclusively new songs.

2.2.1. Hosa necnonouixa (NP) appears in 1857, when a large number of
Ottoman Greek anthologies had been recently published, in other words, a
period when the boom of printed mecmu ‘a / mismagies reached its peak. A
total of eleven Ottoman Greek anthologies were printed in the decade
between 1846 and 1856, mostly with mixed contents, i.e. with songs in
both Greek and Turkish. It is quite natural that most of the songs selected

# See Turgut Kut, “Ermeni harfleriyle Tiirkce basiimis sarki ve kanto mecmualari”,

Miiteferrika 1 (1993), 19-43.

See Kappler, 2002, 25 with detailed indication of the place names.

Another underlying factor is the insertion of Bulgarian female names in the sark:

“Kara deniz yar yakin olsa yanima” which was sung in many of the communities and

included in both Greek (HK) and Bulgarian (NP) anthologies. See the song in the list

below. Cf. Kappler, 2002, 494.

% The books are: the second (Turkish) volume of ITavddpa (1846; 75 Turkish sarki),
EravBovoo (1847; 13 sarki), Kaldionn (1847; 12 sarki), Apuovia (1848; 12 sarki),
Kibopo. (1848; 11 sarki), H Qpaia Melmousvy (1849; 4 sarki), H Hyo g
Kawvorovavovrorews (1853; 7 sarki), O Bovlyopopovapiwtns (1853; 5 sarki),
Tepyiyopny (1853; 6 sarki), EvavOio (1853; 10 sarkir), and the first edition of
AncvBioua (1856; 61 sarki). For the whole titles, see Kappler 2002, 745-746, for a
detailed description of the books, see Id., 33-35. It is worth remarking that two of
these anthologies (Ki0dpa and Evavlia) are edited by V. Telamon, who, as we have
observed, was also involved with Cyrillic Turkish books (Masaliye hekayet,
Appendix no. 3, and above 1.2.3.).

44
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by the editor of NP, P.R. Slavejkov, were already included in these books
which circulated in Istanbul: only eight from twenty-nine songs are not to
be found in previously published Ottoman Greek anthologies. The
correspondences can be presented as follows”:

Songs also included in K:fdpa (KI; 1848):

KI V > Kesti yine takat-1 taabim felek (suzidil) 77-78

KI VI > Yok m1 acep girmis (recte: gérmis) mi o mahparemi (sehnaz) 78-79
KI VIII > Tesrifini 6zler canim (hiiseyni asiran) 78

KI XI > Geydin mavi, inadma kavi 79

Songs also included in Evavéio (EN; 1853):

EN IV > Iki ¢ifte bir piade (rast) 71

EN V > Su derede telli kursum parladi (hicaz) 71-72

EN VI > Sar zeybek su daglerde yaslanir (hiizam) 72

EN VII > Evrerinin (recte: evlerinin) 6nii Kyamilem ebe-goémeci (hicaz) 73
EN VIII > Ceke ¢eke ben bu derdi cekemes oldum (hicaz) 89-90

EN IX > Adilemin parmaklari (hicaz) 73-74

EN X > Bi vefa bi ¢gesmim birdir (muayar) 90

Songs also included in H Hyw ¢ Kwovravauvovrotews (HK; 1853):
HK I> Gelin oldum all1 pullu giymedim (hiizam) 74-75

HK II > Bir goriiste beendim seni sevdim efendim (sebah) 75

HK III > Giil ac1l gel asli ne durgunluun (hicaz) 75-76

HK IV > Atesim yanmadan tiitiiniim tiiter (ferahnak) 76

HK V > Kara deniz yar yakin olsa yanima (ferahnak) 76-77

HK VI > Kyafur gibi nazik teni (hicaz) 91

Song also included in Boviyapopavapiwtns (BF; 1853):
BF V > Bir kéilan (= yolan / kdheylan) at gerektir agkimla yarisa (rast) 82-83

Songs also included in AwavOioua (AP1; 1856):
AP1 XV > Ben sana mecbur olmusim (usul-i sofyan) 80
AP1 XXV > A efendim a sultanim didem doldu yas ile (hicazkar) 85-86

7 The complete texts of the songs from Greek anthologies can be found in Kappler
2002 under the respective indication (e.g. EN IV = Evavbia, sarki no. IV); the
indication in brackets after the incipit of each song is the makam, according to the
Ottoman musical system. The number indicates the page(s) in NP.
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AP1 LXII > Sevastopol dniinde bir ufak denis (rast usul sofyan) 87-88

Songs not included in Greek anthologies of the 19th century:
Ak sadeler giymis a yarim boylu boyunca (hicazkar) 82
Andon 86-87

Cibuum yok yol iistiine uzadam (tahir) 81-82

Fatime dedikgesde kasin oynadir (Aydin hicaz havast) 88-89
Incili fesini giymis basina 84

Kagipta karsimda goziinii slizme (acem) 74

O dokiilen kumral sa¢ sinemi yakti ey peru (rast) 84-85

Vurdi vurdu su sinemi bir kima 83-84

AP1, which includes three songs contained also in NP, belongs to the
genre of “musical anthologies”, i.e. with musical notes; it contains only
Turkish texts and is therefore probably addressed to a Turkophone public.
Moreover, the songs are not always exactly the same as in our Bulgarian
anthology, namely the famous “Sevastopol sarkis1” in NP is a variant of
API1 and displays the stanzas in a different way. Therefore, we cannot
suppose (nor can we exclude) that Slavejkov used this anthology. On the
other hand, KI, EN and HK — the most frequently mentioned books in the
above list — are “small” anthologies, without musical notes and with a
larger number of Greek songs including a supplement of Turkish ones,
being thus more similar to the typology of NP with its Bulgarian and
Turkish “parts”. Such Volksbiicher addressed to a Graecophone public
were extremely popular in the 1850s, even more than the musical
anthologies, because they also contained other texts in Greek, such as
short stories, satirical texts and billets doux that served as a model for
love-letters. Almost all songs in EN (7 out of 10) and in HK (6 out of 7)
can be found in NP. Additionally, as can be seen from the above list, the
order of the songs displayed in NP is almost identical with the order in the
three Greek anthologies. It is therefore highly probable that the editor,
Slavejkov, used these books as a direct model for his own anthology.

A linguistic comparison, not to be undertaken here, would in all
likelihood confirm this finding: although Slavejkov sometimes transferred
the language to his own Rumelian / Istanbul variety*® (e.g.: eyleyemem >

* It should be noted that HK already contains some songs with dialect features from the
East Rumelian varieties, see Kappler 2002, 197-198.
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eyleemem, KI VI / NP p. 78; geymedim > giymedim, HK I/ NP p.), he
more often adopted linguistic variation, graphic shapes and even errors
from his models. Examples are the exact adoption of Anatolian dialect
forms from EN IV (NP p. 71), the graphic correspondence in NP p. 77 and
KI V (Keottivé taxoti taoumip gelék > KecTHUiHE TakaTh Taabum (enek),
and the copying of the mistaken doubling of the interrogative mi
(impossible because of the metrical scheme) in NP p. 78 / KI VI (Yok m1
acep gérmis mi o mahparemi).

2.2.2. Pasna noboena necro neeka (PP) appears in 1858, only one year
after NP. The following nineteen sark: are included:

Song also included in ITavdmpa (PA; 1846):
PA LVII > Bir gozel aldatt1 beni (hiizam) 91-92

Song also included in Ezavfovco (EP; 1847):
EP X > Mabh yiiziine asikanim (hicaz) 93

Songs also included in Kalliomy (KA; 1847):
KA V > Enmede turnam enme sen bu punara (beyat) 94-95
KA VII > Gel a kiz géster memeni (acem) 96

Songs also included in Azdvéioua (AP1; 1856):
AP1 XXI > Baharin zemani geldi (hicaz) 89-90
AP1 XXXIX > Goniil verdim bir civane (hiizam) 91

Songs also included in Hosa necronoiika (NP; 1857):

NP 71 (< EN 1V) > Iki ¢ift bir piade (rast) 99

NP 71-72 (< EN V) > Su derede telli kursum parladi (hicaz) 99

NP 73-74 (< EN IX) > Adilemin parmaklari (hicaz) 100

NP 75-76 (< HK III) > Giil ac1l gel asli ne durgunluun (hicaz) 100-101

NP 76 (< HK IV) > Atesim yanmadan tiitiiniim tiiter (ferahnak) 101

NP 85-86 (< AP1 XXV) > A efendim a sultanim didem doldu yas ile (hicazkar) 101-102
NP 81-82 > Cibuim yok yol iistiine uzada 96-98

NP 86-87 > Andon 102-103

Songs not included in previous anthologies:

Arabadan gosterdin parman 98
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Bir gozele tutuldum (muhayer) 92-93
Biilbiil olsam gecede konsam dallere (beyat) 95
Giiller a¢ildi geldi yaz (hiizam) 90

Sim-u ten gonce dihen bir dilbere (acem asiran) 103-104

As far as the Greek anthologies are concerned, we could make similar
observations concerning NP. However, we would like to focus on the fact
that PP takes over eight songs from a previous Bulgarian anthology (NP).
The difference consists in the fact that PP is a product from another
intellectual circle: it is the only Bulgarian anthology containing Turkish
texts which was not edited by Slavejkov, and it is the only one not to be
printed in Istanbul, but in Serbia. It seems obvious that the editor Penco
Radov of Karlovo aimed with his new anthology to familiarize Bulgarians
(or other Slavs) outside Istanbul with the songs en vogue in the capital.

2.2.3. This leads us to the third anthology, Craseiiue (1864), again edited
by Slavejkov, and printed in Istanbul (in the Armenian printing house of
Divit¢ian, where a large number of Karamanli books were printed too!).
The section with Turkish sark: bears the title “Novi Sarki” and, in fact,
Slavejkov introduces here a complete innovation in the intricate history of
Ottoman anthologies: none of the songs is contained in any previously
printed Greek or Bulgarian anthology, and only one of them appears in
another anthology from the 19th century, namely the second edition of
AnavOioua (1872), though in another version with a different third stanza:

Song also included in the second edition of AwavBioua (AP2; 1872):
Bir goriiste hey peru yandim sana (diibent) 107-108 (AP2 LXXIII)

Songs not included in any printed Greek or Bulgarian anthology of the 19th century:
Aman aman Bagdath 102-105

Beni candan usandirdi (diibent) 110-111

Bildir gézel gdyniin bana (muhayer kiirdii) 106-107

Can-u dilden sevdim seni (hiizam) 106

Cikar tahta divan eyler (diibent) 111

Ezmenden s6zmenden (set araban) 108-109

Gozeller tacietinde (semai) 109-110

Ibrahim Izmail kurbani kurdu (tesnis) 111-112

Karpuzu kestim sulandi (set araban) 108-109
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Var m1 hacet sdyleim hey giil-tenim (muhayer kiirdii) 105

The short approach proposed here shows, on the one hand, that for a
significant number of Cyrillic Turkish anthologies the models of the texts
must be sought in previously printed Ottoman Greek mismagies. On the
other hand, however, the Bulgarian editors adapted the texts to their
readership, and also presented completely new texts which cannot be
traced back to Greek printed material of the period.

2.3. The transmission of narratives and the shaping of language:
the example of Mesrebiye Masallar

Although Penco Radov’s collection of fables (Mesrebiye Masallar, 1852;
Appendix no. 6) does not explicitly refer to Aesop®’, his stories are a
selection of adapted fables from the Aesopic tradition. Radov’s small
selection (22 fables) appears two years before the Karamanli edition in
Evangelinos Misailidis’ translation. The first printed Ottoman edition of
Aesop’s fables appears much later, in 1889, translated by Ziya Tevfik
probably from French (as the title Ezop suggests), while manuscript
Ottoman versions existed at least from the eighteenth century’'. Another
possible model for the Cyrillic Turkish edition might be sought in the
translation history of Aesop’s fables into European languages, which dates
back to the late fifteenth century™>. We cannot establish here if Radov
simply made a transcription of an Ottoman (or other Turkish) manuscript,
or if he translated, more or less freely, from one of the numerous editions
that circulated in various languages in the 19th century. However, we
would suggest, sticking to our comparative approach, a confrontation
between the Karamanli and the Cyrillic Turkish edition. The overlapping
material between the two editions is not very sizeable: only five out of 22

¥ The only reference to Aesop in the book can be found in fable no. 3 (pp. 3-4) entitled

“Esopos ve kaybettar kimse”, where Aesop figures as the fictive narrator of the story

“Jupiter and the pouches”.

Atowmooovy knocaday ynooé atuayo poyocods Meoerlepi, Istanbul: Anatoli 1854. See

Balta 1987a: no. 34.

For example: Hikayat-i Asapus, (undated, written before 1752), Bodleian Library

Oxford, Ms Bodl. Or. 191. Hikayat-i Esopus, (undated) Leiden University Library,

Cod. Or. 1289.

52 Friedrich Adolf Ebert, Allgemeines Bibliographisches Lexikon, Erster Band A-L.
Leipzig, Brockhaus 1821, 23-24.

50

51
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stories in Mesrebiye Masallar are also included in the Karamanli edition

two years later:

Mesrebiye Masallar (1852)

Aisoposun ... (1854)

Evlat ve valide (nr. 2, p. 2)

Valideyle evladinin fashi (nr. 43, p. 37)

Tilki ve leylek (nr. 4, p. 4)

Tilki ile leyleyin fasli (p. 100)

Kari ve hekim (nr. 9, p. 7)

Thtiyar hatunile hekimin fash (nr. 20, p. 21)

Fareler ve kedi (nr. 11, p. 8)

Kedi ile sir¢anlarin fasli (nr. 27, p. 25-26)

Ihtiyar ve iiliim (nr. 16, p. 11)

Ihtiyarile 6liim fash (nr. 19, p. 20)

A comparison of a whole fable might be useful in order to show the

difference in language of the two versions:

Thtiyar ve iiliim
(Mesrebiye Masallar, p. 11)

Ihtiyarile 6liim faslt

(disoposun ..., p. 20)

Ihtiyarin birisi dagda odun kesti de sirtina
aldi, ve yol ¢ok oldugundan yorulmak ile
cagirir-idi, ya iilim gel beni al git. Uliim
da anide geldi ve dedi: ni¢in beni ¢agirdin?
O da cevap etti su odunlar1 arkama yiiklet
deyii cagirdim.

Her adam Omiirii sever, eger da nacar
vaktinda oliimii cagirip, dlmek arzularsa
da.

Bir ihtiyar dagda odun kesip omuzuna
goydukda varacagi mahal hayluce uzak
olmagile, usanip omzundan atdi ve be ey
6liim neredesin, usandim tatli canimdan gel
al kurtar deyll cagirir ¢agirmaz, Oliim
derhal basina bitip, beni niciin teklif etdin
deyti sual etmis ise, teklif etdim ki su yiikii
arkama kaldiriveresin cevap etmis.

Kissadan hisse budur ki, be her adem
tabiatdan Omiir sevici olmagile, siklet
vaktinda 6limii arzulerse de, yine &miire

6limden ziyade ragbet ider.

The differences are evident at the various levels of language: phonetically,
the dialect forms of Radov’s language (Balkan Turkish ¢liim : Standard
Ottoman 6/iim) coincide with simplification in lexicon and phonology
(nigin beni ¢agirdin : beni nigiin teklif etdin; arzularsa da : arzulerse de),
: odun kesip omuzuna
qoydukda) in the Cyrillic Turkish version. Radov wants to be understood
by his Turkophone public in the Balkan provinces, whereas Misailidis

as well as in syntax (odun kesti de swrtina ald

shapes his language for an urban target readership in Istanbul, or aspires to
the linguistic education of the Turkophone public in Asia Minor by using
more complex structures and standard Ottoman phonology.
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3. Research perspectives

Cyrillic Turkish texts have not yet been analysed in depth. Subsequent to
the aforementioned valuable studies by Hazai and Mollova, the material
has to be ordered and investigated in a comparative approach with Turkish
texts in other alphabets, notably in the Greek script. In other words, the
linguistic and historical analysis must consider the Karamanli production
which is narrowly related to the Cyrillic texts produced in Istanbul and
elsewhere. On the other hand, the study of Cyrillic Turkish texts, although
so closely linked with the production of Karamanli writings, must have
developed in parallel and also autonomously. The different approaches
proposed in these few pages have shown the importance of the Karamanli
texts, but also the originality of Cyrillic Turkish text production,
especially in the non-religious domain. Part of the religious material may
be considered as fine examples of “transcription texts” (the well-known
Transkriptionstexte, Turkish texts in non-Arabic script, as is still the
current term in Turkology), but a thorough graphematic analysis on large
corpora of texts must be undertaken in order to corroborate what has been
found in this contribution. Moreover, it is expected that additional material
will be discovered in the process of more extensive archival research in
Bulgarian, Turkish and Rumanian libraries. The linguistic analysis which
should accompany historical research may also help to tackle the delicate
question of Gagauz literature in the Cyrillic alphabet, but particularly it
can show us the way to understand the complicated mechanisms between
transmission, transcription and tradition.

4. Appendix:
Cyrillic Turkish texts printed in Istanbul, Bulgaria, Rumania, Serbia, and
Salonica during the 19th century™.

1. 1841. Teodosij Sinaitski, Knuea 3a wnayuenue mpux s3uK08
cnassaHoboneapceku u epeveckus u kapamanuykoii. Solon [Salonical. 24 p.
8° [BVK 7480, Kiril i Metodij 59; see also Dmitriev 1928/1930, and

> The following list is the result of research undertaken at the National Library “Kiril i
Metodij”, Sofia, in October 2010, and does not pretend to be exhaustive. Much more
material might be found, especially for the period after 1875, but our research was
necessarily limited to the titles described by Stojanov 1957. The indication in square
brackets refers to the bibliographical source (usually BVK = Stojanov 1957) where
the work has been listed and to the catalogue number in the Library (Kiril i Metodjj).
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Georg Hazai, “Uber den osmanisch-tiirkischen Abschnitt des
dreisprachigen Sprachfiihrers von Saloniki”. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher
33 (1961), 66-72]

2. 1845. [Hadzi] loanikij Ierodjakon, Xaspemu Aspaamun 3uade uok
ooicana mengpaamau Kyp oan xuxsecu . LLlumou mexkpap 6acmas eepunou
eatipemuune Pacoemny Xayu Hoannuxua Hepoouaxonyn Kazanauk
Haxuecunoen Typua Kuounoen . AcutaHene [TarpukxaneHrH
Gacmaxanecuuzne. 4 + 109 + 27 p. 8° (Cena 8 gr.) [BVK 3247, Kiril i
Metodij 45.116]

2.ed.; 1.ed.?

I-1I: Prologue in verses

1: presentation of the characters

2-109: text

(111-128): list of subscribers

Translated from Turkish to Bulgarian by Andrej Popdojnov Robovskij (Elena 1801-1858):
Kepmea unu cnyscoa Aepaamosa. Ilpesen om mypcku ma 6vizapcku caxeaapuii non Aw opei n.
lotinos Pobosckuii uz Teproscka Enena. KoHCTaHTHHOBraj, B eyatHuiara Taxes J(uBurymana,
1858. Odobrenie ot “Caregradskia cenzor na Balgarskoto prosvestenie”. 72 p. 8° [BVK 6587, Kiril i
Metodij 397]

3. 1848. Macanie xexsemmup xu ... Pymucmanoa ceimuwi onam
namuwaxaapoan Ilonmuanoc kaiicep namunoa Oup namuaxum
xexsemuoup. Bucharest: Vasilios Telamon. [Mollova 1972]

4. 1851. Penco Radov, Kumabu wepugpmen anunma ée wox yiema, e
AKUIaHa KUMeCHeNepuH KUMmaniapuHoan maxcui ONVHMA, meHe 8e UaHA
mengaamau v acuxemaep Quiube razacvuoan Kaprosans Ilenuo
Paouoeny mucapugu une man onynmywmyp. Cepbua oe benuepao bacma-
xanecunoe. [BVK 6440]

5. 1851. Penco Radov, Kpamkuii mypcko -6oneapckuili peyHuK u
paseosoprux. Belgrade. [Mollova 1971, 1972 et. alii (cf. p. 172, fn 3)] 94,
2 p. 8% (cena 2 cvancika) [BVK 6439, Kiril i Metodij 51.212]

6. 1852. Penco Radov, Mecpebie macannap . @uiube KazacvHOAH
Kapnosanwv I[lenuo Paou-oeny mucapugu-une man onyumywmyp. Cepbua
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ne Benurpan Bacmaxanecunze. 26 + 2 p. 16° [BVK 6441, Kiril i Metodij
50.240]

Eccl.-Slav. letters

7. 1854. Petko Racov Slavejkov, Becenywra pazeecenséane Ha
mnaoume. MU30an Ilemxo P . Craseiixos . Llapurpan ,B mnedaTHHIATa
Iapurpazckaro Bectauka. 32 p. 4° [BVK 6821, Kiril i Metodij 54.296]
29-32: Turkish songs

8. 1856. Stefan Vilkov, Typckiii 6ykeap 3a 6vreapckume 0HOWU,
KOUMO JHcenaam cbC noieceH cnocob oa noayuam 000po HAYANo Ha
Typckuam sazux. Ilpeseden, donvanen u uzoaden om Cmeghana Bwvixosa
u3 JKepasna. B tunorpadusra Tannea Jlusurunanosa B Llaperpan. 64 p.
8° [BVK 1165, Kiril i Metodij 56.357]

Eccl.-Slav. letters and Arabic

9. 1857. Petko Racov Slavejkov, Hosa necnonoiika . U36pana om
eemama u om Becenywkama ¢ npunosicenue Ha ewe Opy2u HO8U NEeCHU U
camupu. 1 om no-ynompebumennume mypcxku necuu. Mzoasa Ilemxo P.
Cnasetikos. Lapurpan, B neyatusara Tagea J{uButunan. 96 p. 8° [BVK
6835, Kiril i Metodij 377]

Eccl.-Slav. letters.

3-70: Bulgarian songs and poems

71-91: 29 Turkish songs (sarki)

92: bilingual (Turkish-Bulgarian) song

92-96: Bulgarian poems

10. 1858. Penco Radov & G.M.L. Sofijanec, Pa3zna nobosna
necroneska, Cvopan I'"M.JI. Cogpusney, Hzoan Ilenuo Paoos. benrpan, B
kHakecko-ChpOckara kauromnedaras, 106 p. [BVK 4976, Kiril i Metodij
58.428.1]

89-104: 19 Turkish songs (sark1)

104-106: religious song (“Ilahi”) ‘Kutsuserif (Yerusalim) igun bent’ (Incipit: Iptida serden yiigeim

hal-i Kutsugerifin) by “Ch. Georgi Markovica Pravitelstvennago Sabljara”

11. 1858. (Anonymous), Pa3zeosopu 6vreapcku -epeuecKu-mypcKu-
PPanYy3KU-AH2IO-UMATUAHCKU 3d OHUSL , KOUMO JICENAsim pPa32080pa Hd
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mus azuyu. Lapurpan, B neyatHunara Tages Jusutunana. 39 p. in 3 coll.,
8% [BVK 8238, Kiril i Metodij 58.427]

In Eccl.-Slav. letters

12. 1864. Petko Racov Slavejkov, Craseiive unu cvopanue na paznuunu
necHu bvireapcku u mypcku 3a pacmyxa Ha maaoume . Llapurpan, B
tunorpad. va T . Jusura wsn, 128 p. 16° [BVK 6954, Kiril i Metodij
64.722]

In Eccl.-Slav. letters

102-112: Turkish songs (Novi Sarki)

112: gazel

113: 4 mane

13. 1864. D. V. Mancev, Buieapckuiii 6ykeaps. Plovdiv. 64 p. 16° [BVK
5084, Kiril i Metodij 64.680]
60-62: two Turkish songs in honour of Abdiilaziz

14. 1864. Periodical Gajda (11, 11, p. 81-82 / 05.10.1864): lacutanb
xuuBH 3apudank [BVK 6905]

15. 1870. loan Nikolov Zjumbulov, I. Hepycarumun 3uapeonamecu 2.
Banuoem — Jynax ouxup Meupamvn Acnapv 3. Xazpemu Aspaamvu
Ucaxv kypo6 an ummecu 4. benu aodem yzepune wunaxu 5. Unuac

netiecambepu amenu adaremu 6. Maxwep OuaHvH Kvsimemu XwvllOemu
cypemu 7. Hucanvn pyxy meciumunOe maxuiep Kvimemu CUAHMACHHD
Huxaemu 003yIMACbHb Oeumiaepu OeanvHOaovp 8. Epune 2bokioH

memxuecunu e Ce. booica ubademu (c)[o]rapax. Kaucepue Unooxcecyny
Crombronoany — Hukona maxmomu monaxoc xaoddacu Hoanu manomamu
mecap u ¢pu -ure mab oayndy . [Llapurpaa] B mneuatHunara Ha B .
Makemonns“. 93, 1p, 1 obraz. 16° [BVK 3246]

16. 1870. Petko Racov Slavejkov, Ilecnonoiika uiu cvopanue na pasmu
necHu 6vreapcku u mypeku. Lapurpan, B neyarnuniata Ha Makenounus. 80
+ 16p., 8° [BVK 6985, Kiril i Metodij 1233]

1-80: Bulgarian

1-8: Turkish songs: 1: sarki in makam evi¢ praising Abdiilaziz; 2-7: 10 sarki; 8: Gazemi (sic) =
fragments of sarki and gazel

9-16: “Novi pesni” in Bulgarian
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The second part (16 pp.) including the Turkish songs has also been edited separately (according to
Stojanov 1957: 329).

17. 1872. Konstantin S. Tinterov, Ilecnonotive om 6vaeapcku u mypcku
necnu. M30a6a K . C . Tunmepos . llapurpan, B Ie4yaTHHIIATa Ha
Maxkenonus. 32p., 8° (cena 40 pari) [BVK 7485, Kiril i Metodij 1414]

1-22: Bulgarian

23-32: Turkish (turski pesni); 23: sarki praising Abdiilaziz (same as Pesnopojka, p. 1); 24-31: 11
sarki (in part same as Pesnopojka); 1 gazel (24-25); 31-32: mane

18. 1874. Baco Kiro Petrov, Bmopo nvmysane na baua Kupa. H30asam
0obpume my npusmenu 3a mrobonumuu yumamenu. Pycce, B neusTHULIATa
Ha JlyHaBckata obmact. 52 p. 8% (cena 3 gr.) [BVK 6067, Kiril i Metodjj
74.1573]

3-6 npenucinosie u ucropis (in Bulgarian)

7-34 IIpTyBaHieTo MH IO CPHOCKO

35-52 IIpTyBaHieTo MU IO TYPCKU

19. 1875. Levter M. Dobricianov, Moaumeu c ybpkogHo nenue Ha
mypcku s3uk, cocmaeun Jlesmep M. K. Jloopuyusnos. bpauna, nedatHuia
X. JI. aumaxosa, 1875, 27, 1 p. 8. (Cena % frank.) [BVK 1736, Kiril i
Metodij 1681]

Cf.:

1875. Ivan Todorov Chrulev, Moaumeu c yvpkoero nenue Ha mypcku asux, cocmasun HMean T.

Xpynes. Bpanna, nedaranna X. JI. [Tannakosa, 1875, 27 p. 16” (Cena 50 st.) [BVK 7781]

20. 1875. Dimitar Panickov, Ilapaxnuc na npeceéemas bocopoou ya na
mypcku e3uk . Cocmasun X . /] . [lanuukos. bpawia, nedatHuna X . /1.
[Tannukosa, 1875, 21 p. 16" [BVK 5911]

21. 1875. Periodical Napredak (IX, 25, 18.01.1875): CypBakHuk wiu
HoBoroaumHu no3apasieHusi [BVK 7116]
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