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-(y)A, and subiunctivo to -sA (ff. 47v–48v), where Meninski (1680: 77) has 
“Subiunctivi seu Conditionalis modi …” for the latter. 

Other terms, such as the use of “verb” for var / yok (f. 12v), are well known from 
many grammars, even up to the 20th century, and do not need to be discussed here. 

3. The Turkish language material 

Rizzi usually presents Turkish language material in both Arabic and Latin script, 
including in the paradigm tables; in only a few cases, especially in the text outside of 
the “examples” and tables, is the Arabic form lacking. In this sense, the manuscript 
is certainly a valuable Transkriptionstext. However, being a translation of 
Meninski’s Grammatica turcica, the Turkish language material contained in the 
Memoria locale can only be studied in comparison with Meninski’s work. Given 
this, and bearing in mind that this is a preliminary study which aims to present the 
manuscript in all its aspects for the first time, some of its salient linguistic features 
concerning the graphematic system, phonetics and phonology will be listed in the 
following sections. 

3.1. The representation of sounds 

When writing Turkish words in Latin script, Rizzi follows Meninski’s mixed tran-
scription system, although he adapts this to the Italian orthography of his time (e.g. 
<g(i)> for /ʤ/, where Meninski always has <ǵ>). Meninski’s mixed transcription 
consists of borrowings from a number of different orthographic systems: <k>, <ch> 
and <w> (and perhaps <y> for /ı/ and /i/) from German or Polish, <ü> and <ö> ap-
parently according to the German orthography, and <s> (along with other graph-
emes) for /ʃ/ maybe from Hungarian.19 In a few cases, still copying Meninski but 
less regularly than the latter, Rizzi makes use of diacritic signs, in particular an acute 
on some consonants (<ć, ǵ, ś>), or bars on vowels to mark length (<ā, ī>).20 Cf. the 
following phoneme—grapheme correspondence table (obvious correspondences are 
omitted): 

 
19 This last case might also be the result of inaccurate writing, since the same word can be 

written either with <s> or with another grapheme (see following table). There is, however, 
one interesting case in which Rizzi refers erroneously to the word joldasi as an example 
of the possessive suffix -sI, although the Arabic writing shows the correct form yoldaşı 
 This might also suggest that Rizzi did not write all the words in Arabic .(f. 14r) <یولداشی>
script himself, but this would require further investigation. Investigation is equally needed 
in a comparative sense, since in Meninski’s book there are also many instances in which 
the diacritic sign is absent, probably as a result of inaccurate printing. In other words, it 
must be determined precisely where Rizzi has copied Meninski’s printing errors, and 
where he himself has omitted the diacritic symbol.  

20 Perhaps <é> for closed /é/ might be added in the example bés (23r), but it occurs only 
once and so may be a writing error for beś. 
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phoneme21 Latin grapheme(s) Examples 

/k/  <k> kyz (15v), kyrk (23r) 

/c/  <ki>, <k> büjüki (18v), erkiek (15v), etmekići (21v), kiitab (22r), 
sekisen (23r) 

/ɟ/  <gi>, <g> giuzel (15r), guzel (18r) 

/j/  <j>, <ï>, <i> babaji (17r), büjüki (18v), ejle (9r), babaïe (17r), ia baba 
(17r), büiüki (18v), kapüiy (20r), ioldaśi (21v) 

/γ/  <gh> oghlan (15v) 

/ʧ/  <ci>, <ć(i)> ciaj (17v), ćiaj (17r), ićmeki/ićiüm (21r) 

/ʤ/  <gi>, <ǵi> iazagiak (20r), ǵiümleden (18v), ǵiāmid (19r) 

/ʃ/  <sc>, <ś>, <s> 
(under reserve, 
see footnote 19) 

scin (4r), śīn (4v), pāśà (3v), diśi (15v), pādiśāhün ioldaśi 
(21v), Pāsānün Oghlynün joldasi (14v), sah (16r), 
sevis (20r), sin (20r), urys [üriş, i.e. modern standard 
Turkish yürüyüş] (21r), 

/x/ <ch>, <c>22 dachy (18r), <c> anactar (12r, 20r) 

/z/  <z> guzel (18r) 

/v/  <w> wau (3v), awret (16r), wilaietlü (27v) 

/i/  <i>, <y> ybadet (19v) (= ı, because of ayn?), lyki [palatal suffix 
form] (20v), iedy (23r), bizy / sizy, beni/seni (25r) 

/ı/  <i>, <y> babaji (17r), pādiśāhün ioldaśi (21v), ǵik [velar] (22r), sujy 
(17v), dachy (18r), kyz (15v), kapüiy (20r), lyk [velar 
suffix] (20v), alty (23r), asyl (27r) 

/ü/  <ü>, <u> jüz (23r), giümlesi (28r), guzel (18r), urys [cf. above] (21r) 

/ö/  <ö> kiöpeki (22r) 

/a:/  <a>, <ā> espab (3r), pāśà (3v), ǵiāmid (19r) 

/i:/  <i>, <ī> scin (4r), śīn (4v) 

 
Very rarely the Arabic ‘ayn is noted as <ع>, e.g. rubع (23v). In some cases <ü> is 
used for /u/ (whereas the opposite occurs very frequently), for example büciuk 
(buçuk, 23v), bü (bu, 27r), which is again a faithful adoption from Meninski, espe-
cially in non-first syllables, where <ü> seems also to stand for /u/ (see below 3.2.1. 
and 3.2.2.). 

 
21 For consonants, IPA transcription is used, for vowels, modern Turkish orthography. 
22 The latter (<c>) might be a phonetic rather than a graphic phenomenon, since on f. 12r 

Rizzi initially wrote <anaḥtâr> in Arabic script but “corrected” (overwriting) it to <anaq-
târ>. This is in itself noteworthy, since the usual grapheme for /k/ (and Arabic <q>) is 
<k>, and not <c>. 
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As a “transcription text” the Memoria locale offers a good opportunity to study 
the development of the phoneme /ŋ/. Throughout the text /ŋ/ is regularly expressed 
in Arabic script with <ك> (kef) or <ڭ> (saġır nûn). The latter is rather unclearly de-
scribed by Rizzi: “Il terzo Kief pure con tre punti segnato lo chiamano Saghyr nun, et 
è quasi un N duro et si pronuncia come N” (‘The third kef, also with three dots,23 is 
called saġır nûn, and it is almost a hard n, and pronounced as n’). In accordance with 
this—admittedly vague—description of /ŋ/ as [n], the sound is usually rendered with 
<n> in Latin script, for instance in all genitive forms. But in a few cases, namely the 
dative forms of the personal pronouns, the velar nasal is explicitly noted, using the 
graphemes <n.> and <n-> (sometimes the two graphemes are not easily distinguish-
able); the latter is adopted from Meninski:24 san.a (saŋa, 10v), ban.a or ban-a (baŋa, 
10v, 25r), bun.a, śun.a (buŋa, şuŋa, both 25v), an-a (aŋa, 26v). Furthermore, a 
number of other words with the velar nasal can be detected, such as don-uz (doŋuz 
[modern standard Turkish domuz] 22v, but in the same line donuzlyk). 

Equally interesting are the observations concerning the development g/ġ > ø 
(talking about the diminutive suffix -CAGIz, f. 22v): “Deve però quel tal mutato غ 
ghain, o gief ڭ pronunciarsi con dolcezza tale, che rendasi insensibile” (‘But that 
changed ġayn or gef must be pronounced with such a sweetness as to render it inau-
dible’).25  

3.2. Phonological and morphonological changes 

3.2.1. Stems 

Rizzi gives the most valuable information about labial vowel assimilation in stems 
already contained in Meninski’s grammar. In the most interesting cases he gives 
both forms, and marks the progressive forms as such, e.g. (f. 12v): “برو berü, o gia 
 beri” (‘berü, or already beri’). For the whole of the inflection of gendi (modern برى
standard Turkish kendi), he provides two columns, one with the labial vowel and 
one, called “vulgo”, ending in -i (25v–26v): giendü - giendi (26r), giendüm / giendün 
/ giendüsi - giendim / giendin / giendisi (26v).26 The interesting point here is that the 

 
23 According to Rizzi (“secondo il mio debole intendimento”, i.e. ‘according to my weak 

understanding’, f. 5v) the kef with three dots is also used for /g/, and is named ghief by 
him (f. 3v and 5v). 

24 Grammatica turcica, p. 4: “Si autem addatur lineola sic n- adhibetur pro saghyr nun”, 
followed by a detailed description with Greek and Latin examples to define the velar nasal 
pronunciation of /ŋ/. 

25 Meninski’s (1680: 39) wording is slightly different (referring to the example elǵigiez [el-
ciğez ‘small hand’]): “[…] ghaejn & gief ita leniter pronuntiant Turcae, ut ea vix sentias, 
& putes ab illes dici elǵiez”. 

26 The same distinction into unmarked forms and “vulgo” is made in the inflection tables for 
the pronoun ol: “anün vulgo onün, ana vulgo an.a, ani vulgo oni” etc. (f. 25v). 
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division into unmarked and marked forms is original, i.e. the work of Rizzi himself, 
since it does not occur in Meninski. 

Still, he conserves some forms with the labial vowel (where <ü> probably stands 
for /u/), such as iazu (yazu > yazı, 20r), kapüiy (kapuyı, 20r), jarüm (yarum > yarım, 
23v), preserving Meninski’s writing throughout.  

Concerning palatal harmony in stems, the non-assimilated forms are more fre-
quent, e.g. śerāb (14v), zeman (19v), adem (10r, 19r); but: kadah (14v).  

3.2.2. Suffixes 

3.2.2.1. Labial assimilation 

Most suffixes are reported as twofold (U and I), except for the diminutive -CXK (see 
above 2.3.). Here we give a selection of the suffixes with some examples; the com-
plete list of suffixes provided by Rizzi, and a comparison between these and the 
original information provided by Meninski, will be dealt with in future research. 
Note that, as in the stems, non-first syllable /u/ is often written with <ü>. 

 
-(n)Un: pāsānün, oghlynün (14v), erün, erlerün (16v; from the genitive paradigm ta-
ble), babanün (17r), suiün (17v), sulerün (17v), ademlerün (19r), pādiśāhün (21v), 
benüm/senün/bizüm/sizün (25r), bunün (25v) 

 
-dUm: aldüm (12r) 

 
-lU (“da dotti et periti scrivesi li”, ‘Written li by learned and expert people’, f. 21v):27 
ǵiānlü, istanbollü (both 21v), wilaietlü (27v) 

 
-(y)Up / -(y)Ub (“üp ovvero üb”, ‘üp or üb’, f. 53r): olub (53r), sewüp (54v) 

 
-(s)I: oghlynün (14v), oghly (16r) 

 
-(y)I: kapüiy (20r), oni (25v) 

 
-(y)Iş: urys (21r) 

 
-lIK: donuzlyk (22v) 

 
-(y)IncI: dokuzingi (24r) 

 

 
27 Meninski 1680: 36: “lü quod alias docti, pec. legisperiti scribunt li.” 
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3.2.2.2. Palatal assimilation 

A-class suffixes are noted inconsistently, either assimilated, or more frequently with 
the palatal forms; double forms are not uncommon and probably reflect the spoken 
usage of the time: 

 

-DAn: zemanden (12v), babaden (17r), sudan/suden (17v) 

 

-(y)A: babaïe (17r), suia/suie (17v), ciaje (17v) 

 

-lAr: babalar; but: babalerün, babaleri, babalere, babalerden (all 17r); sular/suler (all 
the other inflection cases -e-: sulerün etc.; 17v); bunlar, bunlarün, bunlara, but: bunleri 
(25v); śunlar, śunlarün, śunlara, śunlari (25v)28 

 

3.2.2.3. Consonant assimilation 

Words noted by Rizzi in both Arabic and Latin script correspond to Meninski’s us-
age and prove the process of assimilation in suffixes with initial consonant, e.g. etten 
(in Arabic script written as <etden>, 10r), giitty (<gitdi>, 10v, 11r), cioktan 
(<çokdan>, 12v), etmekići (<etmekği>, 21v); this is the case even in Arabic stems 
where the auslaut is noted, according to the Arabic orthography, with the voiced 
consonant, such as kiitab—kiitabcik (22r). 

4. Syntax 

Although Rizzi does not adopt Meninski’s Pars Sexta “De Syntaxi”, the sixth part of 
his grammar in which he deals extensively with issues such as agreement (concord-
antia), word order (ordo constructionis), and argument (rectio), the Memoria locale 
does consider syntactical issues, taken from various parts of Meninski’s grammar, 
not only the Pars Sexta, but from other chapters. Specifically, Rizzi anticipates 
Meninski, including, even before the chapter on nouns, a section about word order 
and verbal rection, entitled Dell’ordine del costruire (ff. 10r–12v), this being the 
seventh chapter (Capo Settimo) of his grammar sketch. 

For example, Meninski’s interesting description of the principle of pre-
modification (“Atque inter alia sint hae regulae generales 1. Regens debet semper 
postponi suo recto … 2. Substantivum Adjectivo suo postponitur, ut & alteri Sub-
stantivo quod regit in genitivo”; Meninski 1680: 147) is anticipated by Rizzi on f. 
10v: “In somma la regola General’è ch’il Regente venghi posposto al suo Retto. Il 

 
28 As far as śunlar etc. are concerned, it is interesting that e-forms seem to have been cor-

rected (overwritten) by the respective a-forms. Erroneous writing of course cannot be ex-
cluded. 
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Sostantivo al suo adiettivo come ad un altro Sostantivo ch’egli regesse in caso Geni-
tivo.” 

The other sections of Rizzi’s seventh chapter, corresponding to the respective 
points in Meninski’s sixth part, deal with predicate-argument structure, the use and 
position of the interrogative suffix mI, and the syntax of wh-questions with their 
answers. But a great deal of syntactical information is scattered throughout both 
works; in the section on participles, for example (Rizzi f. 57v, Meninski p. 83–84), 
we find material on relative clauses, whereas the actual chapter on the “relative pro-
noun” (ki; Rizzi f. 26v, Meninski p. 52; see above 2.1.) does not contain syntactical-
ly relevant information. The exact correspondence of the various issues in the vari-
ous chapters of both works is a matter for future research. 

5. Research perspectives 

Given the fact that the Memoria locale is a summarizing translation of Meninski’s 
Grammatica turcica, its chief interest is not so much as a grammar proper, or as an 
Ottoman Transkriptionstext (although it is undoubtedly this), but as an example of 
the use of Meninski’s work in the Venetian institution of the giovani di lingua, and 
of the wider reception of Meninski’s grammar in Europe. As such, it needs to be 
examined in comparison with contemporary and preceding Italian and other Europe-
an transcription texts, in the hope that further such “local memories” will be found in 
archives and libraries. In particular, it needs to be determined at precisely which 
points Rizzi converges with or differs from his direct model. Since no thorough and 
detailed linguistic analysis of Meninski’s grammar exists as yet, this research per-
spective would involve a great deal of work, but could yield valuable evidence about 
the learning and teaching of Ottoman Turkish in Venice and elsewhere. A historical 
contextualization, as well as detailed research into the lives of Rizzi and other Vene-
tian learners, would contribute to a fuller understanding of this precious document 
and add to our knowledge about the role of cultural mediators between Venice and 
the Ottoman Empire. Close cooperation between turcologists, historians and lin-
guists (in particular experts in the history of linguistics and grammar) is therefore 
needed. 
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Appendix 

 
Fig. 1: Memoria locale di precetti grammaticali turchi, f. 1r 
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Fig. 2: Memoria locale di precetti grammaticali turchi, f. 64r 
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Fig. 3: Memoria locale di precetti grammaticali turchi, f. 64v 
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