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Abstract

Urum people identify themselves as Turkish-speaking Pontic Greeks who left Anatolia at the
beginning of the 19™ century. A major group emigrated to the highlands of K’vemo K’art’li,
where they still live today. They conserved the variety of Turkish that their ancestors were
speaking in the time before emigration, enriched by influences from the languages in their
new environment, in particular from Russian. The Urum language displays substantial
similarities with the Turkish dialects of Anatolia; beyond these similarities, it displays some
unique developments (e.g., in vowel harmony) as well as properties that are traced back to

influences from Russian (e.g., in the use of subordinate clauses).
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1.  Preliminaries/Giris

This chapter is devoted to Caucasian Urum, a language spoken in the highlands of K’vemo
K’art’li in Georgia. The basic substrate of Caucasian Urum is Anatolian Turkish; Urum
people are bilingual in Russian and the currently spoken language has a great amount of
Russian loanwords, which hinders the mutual intelligibility with Turkish as spoken in Turkey.
The Urum language spoken in the Caucasus has to be distinguished from the Crimean Urum
spoken in Ukraine. Both linguistic communities share the same ethnonym (Section 2.1) but
their languages are not immediately related (Section 3.1). The present article is devoted to
Caucasian Urum and outlines the history and current situation of the language community
(Section 2) as well as the basic properties of the language of these people (Section 3).

The data presented in the following were collected with native speakers in Tsalka and

Thbilisi between 2009 and 2013. The cited examples are either elicited by translation
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(Verhoeven, Moisidi & Yordanoglou 2011) or collected from texts (Skopeteas and Moisidi
2011). Further intuition data and clarifications about data questions in corpora were elicited

with Violeta Moisidi, native speaker of Urum.'

2.  Caucasian Urums /Kafkasya Urumlari

2.1. Urum Ethnonyms/Urum Etnonimi

The ethnonym Urum comes from Turkish Rum. The term originates to the Greek stem rom-
‘Roman’ (referring to citizens of the Eastern Roman empire). Rum-i-Millet in the Ottoman
empire was the millet of Christian Orthodox people in the Empire — referring to a religious
and not to an ethnic community. The word Urum involves a prothetic u- that generally
appears in loanwords with an initial 7-, e.g., u-rus ‘Russian’, u-ruset ‘Russia’ (the same words
are attested in Anatolian Turkish, see wrum, urus, and wrusya in dialects of Erzurum;
Gemalmaz 1978[III]: 318).

Native speakers call their language Urum dili ‘language of Urum’ and identify themselves
as Turkish-speaking Pontic Greeks (see Hofler 2011 on ethnic identity issues). Georgians use
either the ethnonym Urum-eb-i (Urum-PL-NOM) or the ethnonym for Greeks berdzeni, which
is used for any ethnic Greek people including the Greeks living in Greece (Sideri 2006: 26).
Pontic Greek speakers of Georgia call the Urum language fo turkikon ‘the Turkish (language)’,

but conceive the speakers of Urum as homoethnic.

2.2. Religion/Din

Urum people are Christian Orthodox and practice their religion in Greek, Georgian and
Russian churches (Karagyosov 2006; Hofler 2011:65f.). Although there are no liturgical
practices in Urum, many native speakers report that they use Urum in praying (18 out of 30
Urum speakers in sociolinguistic interviews; see Sella-Mazi and Moisidi 2011). The use of
Urum in religious practices is reflected in the lexicon. Urum vocabulary displays 23%
loanwords in the field of religion/belief, which is less than the average proportion of
loanwords in the world’s languages in religious terms — estimated to 43% according to the
data of the WOLD project (see Haspelmath and Tadmor 2009 for cross-linguistic facts; Ries

et al. 2013 for a detailed account of the Urum vocabulary; see also 3.4 for further discussion

' 1 am particularly grateful to Violeta Moisidi (Tbilisi) for the Urum data collection that she compiled since

2009 and to Emrah Turan (Bielefeld) for his assistance in the comparison between Urum and Turkish. The
findings about the Urum lexicon and the current language situation are the product of common research with
Veronika Ries. The present article is part of the project ‘The impact of current transformational processes on
language and ethnic identity: Urum and Pontic Greeks in Georgia’ funded by the VW-foundation.
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on the lexicon). This is surprising for a Christian community but fits to the speakers’ reports
that they use Urum for religious practices. The majority of the concepts about religion and
belief are expressed with words of Turkish origin, e.g., allah ‘god’ or cdndm ‘hell’ (compare
Turkish allah, cehennem). Russian loanwords are restricted to narrow Christian terms, e.g.,
gimn ‘hymn’ from Russian gimn (I'umn), episkop ‘bishop’ from Russian episkop (Enuckon)
(Ries et al. 2013). Note that these words are of Greek origin but are transferred in Urum in the
form used in Russian; compare Russian gimn and Greek /mnos, Russian episkop and Greek
episkopos. Very few terms in this field come directly from Greek, e.g., hristugin ‘Christmas’;

compare Greek hristujena (Xpiorodyevva) and Russian razdjestva (Poosicoecmao).

2.3. Geography and Population/Cografya ve Niifus

The settlement areas of Urum speakers are located in the highlands of K’vemo K’art’li, in
particular in the villages around the lake of Tsalka (Lat 41.6; Lng 44.1), as well as in Tetri
Tsqaro (Lat 41.5 Lng 44.5) and Dmanisi (Lat 44.1 Lng 41.3). The villages around Tsalka
were among the few places in the former Soviet Union in which ethnic Greek people made up
more than 50% of the population (Kolossov, Galkina, and Krindatch 1998: 108). According to
the 1979 census of the Georgian SSR, the ethnic Greek population in the district of Tsalka
amounted to 30 811 people, whereby the vast majority of registered ethnic Greeks in this
district are Urum speakers. The population shrank rapidly in the last decades as a result of the
massive migration to the urban centres of Georgia (mainly Tbilisi), and from there to further
destinations (Russia and Greece being the most popular targets). The majority of ethnic Greek
people emigrated outside the country as documented in the counts of the National Statistic
Office of Georgia, which reports a Greek population of 100 300 citizens in 1989 (1.9% of the
population total) and 15200 in 2002 (0.3% of the population total) (see National Statistics
Office of Georgia 2011: 20). The ethnic Greek people of Tsalka totalled 30 811 people in
1979, 4 589 people in the 2002 census and were estimated to 1 500 people in 2005 (Wheatley
2006: 8). There are not more recent counts; the Federation of Greek communities in Tbilisi

estimates that 1 000-1 500 Greeks are currently living in Tsalka and the surrounding villages.

2.4. Historical Background/Tarihi Arka Plan

Caucasian Urum speakers originate in the Turkish-speaking Greek populations of
Northeastern Anatolia. The settlements of these people before their emigration to the
Caucasus included several cities: Kars, Giresun, Erzurum, Trabzon, Kiimbet, Bayburt, and
Gilimiishane (see Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, Eloeva 1998, Kasapoglu Cengel 2004: 59,
Altinkaynak 2005: 39, Kalayci 2008: 144). Linguistic comparison to the dialects of Erzurum
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shows that the Turkish substrate of Urum displays the characteristic properties of this region
(see Section 3.1).

Greek populations came to the Caucasus during several waves of emigration from the
beginning of the 19" century onwards (the oldest reported migration took place at the end of
the Russo-Ottoman war of 1928-1929, see Fonton 1840; further migration waves are reported
in association with the Crimean War, 1853-1856, and the last Russo-Ottoman war 1877-1878,
see Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, Kalayci 2008: 144). In Georgia, Urum people settled in
several places in K’vemo K’art’li (see Section 2.3). Historical sources mention 6 000 families
that arrived in Tsalka and Akhaltsikhe at the end of the first Russo-Ottoman war (see Sideri
2006: 56).

Urum people live in a multilingual community and are themselves competent in different
languages. They were in contact with Russian after arriving in the Russian Caucasus, which
was the language of administration, education and in many cases of liturgical practices both
during the Tsarist regime as well as in Soviet period (see Hofler 2011: 144f.). The impact of
Russian on the language use of the Urum people is already known from early documents (see
Sideri 2006: 144f.). A recent questionnaire-based sociolinguistic study (30-person sample,
residents of Tsalka and Tbilisi) revealed that 93% of the Urum speakers are also competent in
Russian (28 persons), 83% (25 persons) are competent in Georgian, and 33% are competent in
Greek, which they either acquired in language courses in Tbilisi or during their visits to
Greece (see Sella-Mazi and Moisidi 2011: 33). In the Tsalka district, Urum people were also
in contact with the Armenian population, which was the second largest minority in this area
(see demographic data in Wheatley 2006: 8). In the afore-mentioned sociolinguistic study, 6

out of 30 persons (20%) report that they also use Armenian in contact with friends.

2.5. Orthography/Ortografi

There is no writing tradition in Urum. The majority of the speakers are alphabetized in
Russian (and less in Georgian) and they are not writing in Urum (Kock Kobaidze 2001: 155).
Turkish translations of holy texts in the Greek alphabet (printed in Istanbul) are available in
the community but they are not used in religious practices. Epitaph inscriptions in Tsalka
cemetery dating back to the beginning of 20" century are written in Greek, which indicates
that at least some members of the community had some knowledge of Greek and also

acquired writing skills in this language; see example in (1).

(1) 1859-1918

<person name>



ENTAY®GA ANAITABETE

entaftha anapavete

here rest:3.SG

O AOYAOX TOY G®EOY

0 doulos tou theou

DEF:NOM.SG.M slave:NOM.SG.M DEF:GEN.SG.M gOdZGEN.SG.M
‘1859-1918; <person name>; the slave of Lord rests here’ (transcribed from the

photographical collection of George Zosimidis)
3.  Urum language/Urumca

3.1. The Place of Urum among the Turkic Languages/Urumcamn Tiirk dilleri icinde
yeri

The historical facts indicate that the ancestors of the Urum came from several places in
Anatolia (see Section 2.4). The Urum people in Georgia share their ethnonym and probably
their origin with a community living in Ukraine (settled originally in the Crimea, and later in
the neighbouring Azovian region). Some sources assume that these communities speak the
same language (see Podolsky 1986: 100, Uyanik 2010, see also ethnologue report for Urum,
Lewis 2009, ed.), which is not supported by the available linguistic data. Caucasian Urum is a
variety of Anatolian Turkish with substantial influence of Russian. Crimean Urum, as
documented in the lexicon of Garkavets (2000) and the grammatical sketch by Podolsky
(1986), is a Turkic language with different substrates — especially influenced by the Turkish
spoken by the Crimean Tatars — and shows lexical and grammatical properties that
substantially differ from the Urum language spoken in Georgia. For instance, the contrast
between front/back non-rounded vowels is neutralized in Caucasian Urum but not in Crimean
Urum (see Verhoeven 2011), Crimean Urum displays local cases (inessive and elative) that
are not available in Caucasian Urum or in Turkish, etc. The Turkish substrates of both
languages shows some phonological similarities which indicates that both populations
originally spoke at least close-related varieties of Turkish; see (2) below.

A small-size study on the lexicon reveals that Caucasian Urum is closely related to Turkish,
as presented in Figure 1 (calculations were made in SplitTree4; version 4.13.1). The study is
based on a sample of 137 words of the basic vocabulary (part of the Swadesh list) for which
we examined cognates from five languages of interest: the aim is to estimate the relation of
the two languages known as Urum (Caucasian and Crimean Urum) with Turkish (Standard

variety) and with another related language that is very close to the Anatolian varieties of
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Turkish, namely Azerbaijanian. The comparison to Azerbaihanian is particularly relevant for
the Caucasian Urum, because there are claims that Urum and Azeri people in Georgia speak
one and the same language (Kock Kobaidze 2001: 154-157). Finally, Tatar was included as a
control condition, in order to estimate the distances between the languages of interest in
comparison to a remote Turkic language.” The figure shows the relations between these
languages in terms of a network reflecting the frequency of words of common origin. The
interesting finding is that Caucasian Urum is classified next to Standard Turkish, which
means that cognates are more likely between Caucasian Urum and Standard Turkish than

between Caucasian Urum and Azerbaijanian.

Figure 1. Urum and Turkic languages

Caucasian Urum
Crimean Urum

Standard Turkish

Azerbaijanian

Tatar

Some properties of Caucasian Urum directly relate to the Anatolian Turkish dialects, in
particular to the dialects spoken in Kars and Erzurum (see Kasapoglu Cengel 2004, Uyanik
2010). The phonological properties illustrated in (2) are reported for the dialects of Erzurum
(Karahan 1996; cited from Menz 2002:199f.) and are also found in the Urum vocabulary.

*  Azerbaijanian and Tatar words were collected from Oztopgu et al. (1999), Crimean Urum words from

Garkavets (2000), Caucasian Urum words from Skopeteas et al. (2011). Turkish words were provided by
Emrah Turan.



(2) Common phonological properties between Caucasian Urum and Erzurum dialects

a.  Caucasian Urum & ~ Standard Turkish & °
halh ‘people’ (Standard Turkish halk; Erzurum halk/halh); bah-ti ‘see-PST[3]’
(Standard Turkish bakti); uzah ‘near’ (Standard Turkish wuzak); gdldih ‘we came’
(Standard Turkish geldik; Erzurum dialects®: geldih in Yukari Karasu, gelduh in
Coruh Boyu); harpuz ‘watermelon’ (Standard Turkish karpuz)

b.  Caucasian Urum g ~ Standard Turkish &
gissa ‘short’ (Standard Turkish kisa; Erzurum gissa); giz ‘girl’ (Standard Turkish
kiz; Erzurum giz); gus ‘bird’ (Standard Turkish kus; Erzurum gus); gardas
‘brother’ (Standard Turkish kardes; Erzurum gardas); cog ‘much’ (Standard
Turkish ¢ok); girmizi ‘red’ (Standard Turkish kirmizi); goyiin ‘sheep’ (Standard
Turkish koyun; Erzurum goyun); picah/bicag ‘knife’ (Standard Turkish bigak;
Erzurum pi¢ah)

c.  metathesis
yvarpah ‘leat” (Standard Turkish yaprak; Erzurum yarpah/varpag; Azerbaijanian
yvarpaq), torpah ‘soil’ (Standard Turkish toprak; Erzurum torpah/toprah;
Azerbaijanian torpak); korpi ‘bridge’ (Standard Turkish kdprii; Erzurum
korpi/koprii/korpii; Azerbaijanian korpii); dksi ‘old’ (Standard Turkish eski),
soram ‘then’ (Standard Turkish sonra; Erzurum sona/sonam/soram, etc.); oglu/
ogul ‘son’ (Standard Turkish oglu)

d.  development of velar nasals (out of nasals)
ddngiz ‘sea’ (Standard Turkish deniz), donguz ‘pig’ (Standard Turkish domuz;

Erzurum donguz/donuz), ingil- ‘groan’ (Standard Turkish inle-)

Only a part of these properties equally applies to Crimean Urum, which supports the view
that these varieties developed independently of each other. Fricativization of velar stops, (2a),
is attested both in syllable-final and syllable-initial contexts (similar facts are also found in
Crimean Urum halh/alh ‘people’, uzah ‘near’, etc.; Garkavets 2000). In word-initial contexts
and preceding back vowels, the velar fricative is frequently voiced in Caucasian Urum, (2b),

but is consistently voiceless in Crimean Urum (e.g., Caucasian Urum gus vs. Crimean Urum

> The replacement of velar stops with fricatives (4 or g) distinguishes the dialects of inner Anatolia from the

dialects of the Black Sea Coast, which generally preserve the velar stops (Brendemoen 1998: 237). This
evidence is significant because the ethnic Greek populations of Black Sea Coast could be another potential

historical source of the Urum people.

4 All cited examples from Erzurum dialects are found in Gemalmaz (1978[1]; 1978[I11]).



hus ‘bird’). Words with metathesis in Caucasian Urum do not necessarily involve metathesis
in Crimean Urum: Caucasian Urum yarpah ‘leaf” vs. Crimean Urum yapalah ‘leaf’
(Garkavets 2000). The velar nasals found in Caucasian Urum do not occur in Crimean Urum:
deniz ‘sea’, domuz/donuz ‘pig’ (Garkavets 2000).

Some further differences of Caucasian Urum to Standard Turkish do not relate to local
properties of Anatolian dialects but occur in spoken Turkish varieties of several regions, e.g.,
voicing of voiceless consonants, e.g., barmah ‘finger’ (Standard Turkish parmak, Erzurum
barmah/barmak); bis- ‘cook’ (Standard Turkish pisir-; Erzurum bis-); das ‘stone’ (Standard
Turkish tas; Erzurum das), dut- ‘hold’ (Standard Turkish zut-), etc.

At the morphological level, some suffixes in Caucasian Urum are similar to characteristic
suffixes of the dialects of Erzurum, e.g., the second plural person in -sis/siz (see Table 5) and
the imperfective suffix in -(i)er (see (16)), (see Menz 2002 referring to Karahan 1996).
Syntactic properties that Urum shares in common with the Anatolian dialects is the use of
converbs in -AndA (see (22)) as well as the frequent occurrence of the complementizer ki (see

Section 3.3.7).
3.2. Phonology/Ses Bilgisi

3.2.1. Consonants

The consonant inventory is identical to Turkish; see Table 1. The palatal allophone [c] of the
phoneme k occurs immediately adjacent to a front vowel (palatalization), either before or after
it, e.g., kok ‘thick’ is realized as [ccec]. The palatal allophone [5] of the phoneme g only occurs
before front vowels (palatalization), e.g., gol [jcel] ‘lake’. The velar allophone [1] of the
phoneme / occurs after back vowels (velarization); compare go/ [jeel] ‘lake’ vs. yol [jol] ‘road’.

The Urum transcription in this article generally follows the Turkish orthography. The main

deviation is the use of hacek for fricative and affricate postalveolar consonants (s for [J], Z for
[3], ¢ for [f], j for [d3]), which follows a common practice in orthographies of Turkic

languages spoken in Slavic environment (see Azerbaijanian in Schoning 1998; Gagauz in
Menz 1999). This practice is convenient due to the frequent Russian borrowings (Urum

displays around 23% Russian words in narratives, following an estimation in Ries et al. 2013).



Table 1. Consonant inventory (IPA values in brackets; orthography in italics)

bilabial  labiod. alveol.  postalv. patatal velar  glottal
plosive —voiced [plp [t] £ [c] & k] &
+voiced [b] b [d]d 3g [elg
fricative —voiced [f]f [s]s [J]s [x] A [h] A
+voiced [v]v [z] z [3] 2 [ylg
affricate —voiced 4] ¢
+voiced [d3]/
nasal [m] m [n] n [n] n
tap [c] 7
lateral (11 111
approximant Lly
3.2.2. Vowels

A general issue in Turkic languages is the phonological distinction between mid-front vowels.

In Turkish, /e/ has a mid-closed allophone [e] and a mid-open allophone [¢] appearing in

word-final open syllables, i.e., [kel] ‘bald’ vs. [ka'le] ‘castle’ (see Zimmer & Orgun 1992: 44).

However, in other Turkic languages the same sounds are separate phonemes, as evinced by

minimal pairs, e.g., Old Turkic dlig ‘hand’ vs. elig ‘king’ (Erdal 2004: 51). A minimal pair

has been identified in Urum, i.e., d/ ‘hand’ vs. el ‘stranger’ (the same contrast appears in

Anatolian dialects, see Brendemoen 1998: 237). This minimal pair is evidence that /e/ and /4/

contrast in Urum. However, there is substantial phonologically conditioned variation in the

realization of the mid-front vowels (depending on syllable structure and stress), which is not

yet studied in detail. For many tokens, it is not yet clear, whether they are instances of the

phoneme /d/ or the phoneme /e/. Illustrative examples of the vowel inventory are given in

Table 2.



Table 2. Vowel inventory (IPA values in brackets; orthography in italics)

vowel example
IPA orthography meaning
[a] [far] Sar ‘city’
[] [2l] dal ‘hand’
[ce] [Feel] g6l ‘lake’
[e] [jel] vel ‘wind’
[o] [jot] yol ‘road’
[i] [it] it ‘dog’
[y] [yzyk] liziig ‘ring’
[w] [ywz] giz ‘girl’
[u] [yuf] gus ‘bird’

3.2.3. Phonological processes

Assimilation processes are frequent at morpheme boundaries. The plural morpheme -lar ‘PL’
and the nominalizer -/ih ‘NR’ assimilate to preceding nasals into -nar and -nih, respectively;
see (6¢) and Section 3.3.4. Assimilation in voicing is very frequent. The past suffix has a
voiced and a voiceless allomorph, -d(/) or -#(I), assimilating to the preceding segment; see
(17a-b). Stem-final voiceless consonants are voiced before vowels, e.g., usah ‘child’ vs.
usag-a ‘child-DAT’; arth-sin (slim-2.SG) ‘you are slim’ vs. arig-im (slim-1.SG) ‘I am slim’.
Vowel harmony applies in Urum with two main differences to Standard Turkish (see
experimental evidence in Verhoeven 2011): (a) some suffixes that are determined by vowel
harmony in Turkish are not visible for the vowel harmony in Urum; (b) for the i-suffixes, the
fronting harmony does not apply to non-rounded suffixes. The first difference is illustrated in
(3) by means of the 3™ person possessive suffix. The form of this suffix is invariably -i in

Urum, while it is determined by vowel harmony in Turkish.

(3) a. stem vowel: front and non-rounded
it-i ‘dog-P0SS.3.8G’, dv-i ‘house-P0SS.3.8G’
b.  stem vowel: front and rounded
liziig-i ‘ring-P0SS.3.8G’, gol-i ‘lake-P0SS.3.SG’
c.  stem vowel: back and non-rounded

giz-i ‘girl-P0SS.3.SG’, at-i ‘horse-P0OSS.3.SG’
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d. stem vowel: back and rounded

donguz-i ‘pig-P0SS.3.8G’, yol-i ‘road-P0OSS.3.SG’

The suffixes that are determined by vowel harmony belong to two classes (similarly to
Turkish, see Goksel and Kerslake 2005: 21-25): A-suffixes and /-suffixes. The A4-suffixes

assimilate in frontness with the last vowel of the stem, as illustrated in (4).

(4) Vowel harmony: A-suffixes
a.  stem vowel: front
it-ldr ‘dog-PL’, tiziig-ldr ‘ring-PL’
b.  stem vowel: back

giz-lar ‘girl-PL’, yol-lar ‘road-pL’

In Turkish, the /-suffixes assimilate in frontness and roundedness with the last vowel of the
stem (Goksel and Kerslake 2005: 22). Urum differs in that the non-rounded allomorph does
not assimilate in frontness: the central vowel 1 appears both with back and front unrounded
stem vowels (see Verhoeven 2011). This difference is illustrated by means of the genitive
suffix in (5). The crucial difference to Turkish is the form of the suffix in (5a): Urum it-in
corresponds to Turkish it-in, Urum dv-in to Turkish ev-in. The forms of the /-suffixes in the

context of different stem vowels are listed for both languages in Table 3.

(5) Vowel harmony: I-suffixes
a. stem vowel: front and non-rounded
it-in ‘dog-GEN’, dv-in ‘house-GEN’, dl-in ‘hand-GEN’
b.  stem vowel: back and non-rounded
giz-in ‘girl-GEN’, at-in ‘horse-GEN’
c. stem vowel: front and rounded
liziig-iin ‘ring-GEN’, gol-iin ‘lake-GEN’
d. stem vowel: back and rounded

donguz-un ‘pig-GEN’, yol-un ‘road-GEN’
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Table 3. [-suffixes in Urum vs. Standard Turkish

I-suffix
stem vowel Urum Standard
Turkish
—round front i, e/d 1 i
back 1, a 1
+round front i, 6 i
back u, 0 u

3.3. Word Classes and Morphological Categories/Ciimlenin ve Bicim Bilgisi

3.3.1. Nouns

Nominal morphology includes three categories: number, possession, and case. All three
categories are encoded through agglutinative suffixes that attach to the stem in exactly this
order, e.g., baba-lar-im-dan (father-PL-P0OSS.1.SG-ABL) ‘from my fathers’.

The category of number contains the plural suffix -/4r, whereby the vowel is determined
by the frontness harmony; compare (6a) and (6b). With a stem-final alveolar nasal, the plural
suffix assimilates to -nar; see (6¢). Nasal assimilation of the plural suffix is also attested in the
Turkish dialects of Erzurum, e.g., on-nar ‘3-pL’ (Standard Turkish onlar), gan-nar ‘blood-pL’
(Standard Turkish kanlar) (Gemalmaz 1978[III]: 178; see Johanson 1998: 34 for Turkic
languages in general). However, the process is productive in Urum as evinced by the fact that
it is not restricted in old formations but also applies to recent borrowings from Russian, e.g.,

slon-nar from Russian slon (Cron).

(6) a.  front vowel stems
gol-ldr ‘lake-PL’, it-ldr ‘dog-PL’, dv-ldr ‘house-PL’, iiziig-ldr ‘ring-PL’
b.  back vowel stems
at-lar ‘horse-PL’, giz-lar ‘girl-PL’, yol-lar ‘road-PL’, donguz-lar ‘pig-PL’
c.  nasal assimilation
on-nar ‘3-PL’, satan-nar ‘trader-PL’, slon-nar ’elephant-PL’, sican-nar ‘mouse-

PL’, aslan-nar ‘lion-PL’, maimun-nar ‘monkey-PL’; oglan-nar ‘boy-pPL’
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The plural suffix contrasts to the use of the stem without any number suffix, which is
transnumeral in nature and obtains a singular interpretation by pragmatic inference (if no cue
for plural reference is available in the context). The plural suffix is not obligatorily realized
with plural referents (Bittricher et al. 2011 for corpus observations; Schiiler 2013 for a study
including corpus and experimental data). Two classes of factors determine the occurrence of
the suffix: (a) contextual properties, i.e., discriminability of number reference through the
context: the plural suffix is less likely if the plural reference can be clearly inferred from the
context; (b) inherent properties of the referent: highly individuated referents (e.g., animates)
are more likely to be marked for number. Noun phrases with numerals or plural quantifiers
occur in texts with or without a plural suffix. When judged out of context, speakers reject the
use of plural in the context of numerals; see (7a). They accept the use of plural in the context
of quantifiers such as birgac/cog/az ‘some/many/few’, whereby they perceive a difference
between animates and inanimates, such as the use of plural is less acceptable with animates.
This intuition is in conflict with speech production data, which shows exactly the opposite
pattern: the presence of the plural suffix is more likely with highly individuated referents, e.g.,
animates, and less likely with lower referents in the individuation scale, e.g., inanimates
(Schiiler 2013). The universal quantifier dp ‘all’ shows a different behaviour (see further
discussion in 3.3.5): the plural suffix is almost always used with nouns determined by dp and
speakers report that both versions (with or without suffix) are completely acceptable, see (7c)

(see Schiiler 2013 for quantitative results in speech production).

(7) a.  numeral
uc giz(*-lar) |/ av(*-ldr)
three  girl(-PL) house(-PL)

‘three girls/houses’

b.  quantifier
birgac/coglaz  &iz(-lar) / dv(-ldr)
some/much/few girl(-PL)  house(-PL)
‘some/many/few girls/houses’

c.  universal quantifier
ap giz(-lar) /  dv(-ldr)
all girl(-PL)  house(-PL)

‘all girls/houses’

13



The possession suffixes are cross-reference markers referring to the possessor; see (8a). In
complex noun phrases these suffixes are co-referent with the dependent noun phrase (the
genitive) resulting to a double morphological marking of the dependency relation, by means
of possessor agreement on the head noun and a genitive case on the dependent noun phrase;
see (8b). The possessive suffixes are listed in Table 4. The allomorphs with an initial
vowel -im/-in of the 1. and 2. person occur after consonants, barmag-in ‘finger-P0ss.2.SG’.
The nasal ending (n) of the 3. person singular occurs before vowels, e.g., mama-Ildr-in-i
‘udder-PL-POSS.3-ACC’; the onset (s) appears after vowels, e.g., baba-sin-a ‘father-p0sS.3.SG-
DAT’. Possessive suffixes in Urum are very similar to Turkish: the only difference is the 2.

person plural, which is -(/)z in Urum, e.g., baba-z-a ‘father-pOSS.2.PL-DAT’.

(8) a.  possessor agreement
abd-m
grandmother-pP0sSS.1.SG
‘my grandmother’
b.  double marking of dependencies in complex noun phrases
baba-n-in av-i
father-P0SS.2.SG-GEN  house-P0SS.3.SG

‘the house of your father’ (lit. ‘his house of your father”)

Table 4. Possessive suffixes

number person |Urum Turkish
singular 1. -(Dm -(Dm

2 -(n -(n

3. -(s)I(n) -(s)I(n)
plural 1. -(Dmlz -(Dmliz

2. -()z -(Dnlz

3. -lArl(n) -[lAr]I(n)

Urum has seven case categories: nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, locative, ablative,
and instrumental. Case suffixes are phrasal occurring at the right edge of noun phrases
attached to the head noun. Nominative case (case of subjects) does not have any overt

marking; see (9).
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(9) nominative case
biz-1m halh  gdl-di kavkaz-a ....
1.PL-GEN people come-PST[3] Caucasus-DAT

‘Our people came to the Caucasus...’

The accusative case (case of objects) is marked with the suffix -i, which is not affected by
the rules of vowel harmony; see (10a). Non-specific objects in Turkish are not case marked
and appear in the immediately preverbal position (see Erguvanli 1984: 44ff., En¢ 1991, Kural
1992). Similar examples appear in Urum as illustrated in (10b). However, in contrast to
Turkish, bare objects in Urum may occur in any position in the sentence (Bohm 2013); see
(10c). The use of the accusative suffix depends on semantic properties of the noun phrase,

presumably specificity (B6hm 2013).

(10) a.  accusative-marked object

baba-m av-i al-di.
father-p0Ss.1.sG ~ house-ACC  buy-PST[3]
‘My father bought the house.’

b.  preverbal bare object
kiiciik  yapi-lar ed-ier-di-lir.
small  building-PL  make-IPFV-PST-3.PL
‘They were making small buildings.’

c.  non-preverbal bare object
soram 0 suid-iin ic-in-d gat-er-lir maya.
then  that milk-GEN inside-POSS.3.SG-DAT add-IPFV-3.PL  whey

‘Then they put whey into that milk.’

The genitive case -(n)in ‘GEN’ marks dependents of nominal heads; see (11a). The dative
occurs in three main functions: (a) with recipients of ditransitive verbs; see (11b); (b) with
some verbs governing dative complements; see (11c); (c) with targets of motion, see (11d);

see also genitive and dative complements of postpositions in (36).
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(11) a.  genitive case

maria-nin ad-in-i bul-ier-im.
Maria-GEN ~ name-P0OSS.3.SG-ACC  know-IPFV-1.SG
‘I know the name of Maria.’

b.  dative case: indirect object
ver-di 0 kov-ldr-d ad.
give-PST[3] that village-PL-DAT name
‘They gave names to the villages.’

c.  dative case: verb complement
bah-ti on-a.
look-PST[3]  3.SG-DAT
‘He looked at him.’

d.  dative case: target of motion
gdl-di-lar bestas-a.
come-PST-3.PL  Beshtasheni-DAT

‘They came to Beshtasheni.’

Beyond the spatial use of dative in (11d), Urum has three purely thematic case suffixes: (a)
the locative suffix -d4 ‘LOC’ expressing static location, see (12a); (b) the ablative suffix -d4n
‘ABL’ expressing the origin of motion, see (12b), also used as a partitive, see (12c); see also
ablative complements of postpositions in (36); and (c) the instrumental suffix -(Z)nln/-(I)nAn

used for comitatives, see (12d), and instruments, see (12¢).

(12) a.  locative case
biz-im halh bas-tan  yas-ier-di turcia-da.
1.PL-GEN people first live-IPFV-PST[3] Turkey-LOC

‘First our people lived in Turkey.’

b.  ablative case (origin of motion)
sora bur-dan gurjii-ldar get-ti-lar.
then this.place-ABL ~ Georgian-PL  go-PST-3.PL

‘Then Georgians left from this place.’
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The form of the case suffixes in Caucasian Urum is very similar to the corresponding
suffixes in Turkish. The main differences are that the accusative suffix in Urum is not
sensitive to vowel harmony and that the Urum instrumental suffix is -(/)nin/-(I)nAn
corresponding to Turkish -(/)An/(b)ile(n) (also occurring in Azerbaijanian dialects as -(/)nAn;
see Schoning 1998: 252). Crimean Urum displays further differences in the case suffixes:

dative -d’A, instrumental -/en/-nen, as well as two further local cases, namely inessive -ce and

ablative case (partitive)

bazi-si 0 usah-lar-dan agir-ier
some-P0OSS.3.8G that child-PL-ABL ill-IPFV[3]
‘Some of these children are ill.’

instrumental case (instrument)

bicag-inan  emeg-i kes-ier-im.
knife-INSTR  bread-AcC cut-IPFV-1.SG

‘I am cutting the bread with the knife.’
instrumental case (comitative)

baba-m-nan isl-ier-im.
father-POSS.1.SG-INSTR ~ work-IPFV-1.8G

‘I am working with my father.’

elative -cen/-cinden (Podolsky 1985).

3.3.2. Verbs

Urum has a rich inventory of suffixes attaching to the verb stem. The bare stem form is used

in imperatives, as illustrated in (13).

(13)

Passive is formed by the suffix -7/ ‘PASS’ and occurs rarely in texts. If there is a passive agent,
then it is realized in an instrumental phrase; see (14a). There is no evidence for reflexive and

reciprocal suffixes (as attested in some Turkish stems, see Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 72).

c o ®

i

al!  ‘Buy!’
e! ‘Eat!’
sat!  ‘Selll’
get! ‘Gol”

gdl! ‘Come!”



(14) a. o tarla ak-il-mis-1-di bdn-im oglu-m-unan.
that field sow-PASS-EV.PST-COP-PST[3]  1.SG-GEN son-POSS.1.SG-INSTR
‘It seems that that field was sown by my son.’
b. o yol ac-il-di.
this road open-PASS-PST[3]

‘This road is opened.’

The Turkish modal suffixes are also attested in Urum, as illustrated with the suffix -(y)4
‘POT’ denoting possibility and preceding negation in (15a), and the conditional suffix -s4
‘COND’ frequently reinforced by the conjunction agdr ‘if” as in (15b) (however not always;
see (52) in the illustrative text), or the suffix -(y)4b1l ‘ABIL’ denoting possibility or ability. A
further modal suffix is the optative suffix -(y)4 ‘OPT’, e.g., yasi-y-a-h (live-3-0OPT-1.PL) ‘let’s

live’ (the difference to the possibility suffix -y4 is that the former always precedes negation).

(15) a. bdn gdnd-im gid-d-m-ier-um

1.SG own-POSS.1.SG  g0-POT-NEG-IPFV-1.SG
‘I would not be able to walk on my own.’

b.  agdr bin on-i gor-sd-i-di-m
if  1.SG 3.SG-ACC see-COND-COP-PST-1.SG
bdin on-dan isti-ajag-1-di-m picah
l.sg 3.SG-ABL want-FUT-COP-PST-1.SG  knife
‘If I saw him, I would ask him for a knife.’

c.  isli-y-abiil-iir-iim tez-ddn
work-J-ABIL-IPFV-1.SG  new-ABL

‘I can work early (in the morning).’

The most frequent temporal/aspectual suffixes in narratives are the imperfective aspect and
the past tense suffix. The imperfective suffix (Turkish -iyor) is realized as -ier or -er. This
variation is pervasive and appears in the same phonological contexts. Some speakers show a
tendency for the one or the other allomorph, but many speakers interchangeably use both

versions.
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(16) al-ier/ al-er
buy-IPFV[3]
‘s/he is buying’

The past suffix, -d(/) or -#(]), assimilates to the preceding segment; see (17a-b). The vowel
is dropped if the subsequent suffix starts with a vowel; see (17¢). The past tense suffix can
co-occur with the imperfective aspect suffix; see (17c-d). The evidential past is expressed

with the suffix -mis ‘EV.PST’, see (17¢).

(17) a. al-di-lar (buy-PST-3.PL) ‘they bought’
b.  bah-ti-lar (look-PST-3.PL) ‘they looked’
c. ed-ier-di-z (buy-1PFV-PST-2.PL)  ‘you (pl.) were buying’
d.  yas-ier-di-lar  (live-IPFV-PST-3.PL)  ‘they were living’
e.  gdl-mis-ti (come-EV.PST-PST[3]) ‘it seems that he came’

The Turkish aorist, a tense with non-definite temporal reference, appears in Urum with the
suffix -Ir ‘AOR’. As in Turkish, the aorist may be interpreted with future time reference. After

the negative suffix, the aorist is realized with the allomorph -z ‘AOR’, see (18d).

(18) a. alr (buy-A0R[3]) ‘he will buy’
b.  biil-iir-iih (know-AOR-1.PL) ‘we will know’
c.  dusiin-iir (think-AOR[3]) ‘he will think’
d.  dusiin-ma-z-lar (think-NEG-AOR-3.PL) ‘they would not think’

The future suffix is -AjA(h) (Turkish -AcAk), as illustrated in (19); the final consonant may
be dropped before personal suffixes; see (38b) below. In combination with the past copula,

the future suffix renders a conditional expression; see (15b) above.

(19) koc-ajah-lar
move-FUT-3.PL

‘they will move’

Negation is an important property for the distinction between verbal and non-verbal

predicates. Only with verbs, negation is expressed with the suffix -m(E) ‘NEG’; see (20a).
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While verbal predicates are negated with suffixation, non-verbal predicates are embedded in a
negative predicate, as illustrated expressed either by the negative predicate -ddgi/ ‘NEG.COP’
for properties and (see (20b) with an adjective and (20c) with a property-denoting noun) or by

the negative existential yoh- ‘NEG.EXIST for individuals; see (20d)).

de-me-di biil-m-er-im

®

(20)

say-NEG-PST[3] know-NEG-IPFV-1.SG
‘s/he did not say’ ‘I am not knowing’

b. bu adv dksi-ddgil.
this house o0ld-NEG.coP[3]
‘This house is not old.’

Cc.  antonis ucitel-ddgil.
Antonis  teacher-NEG.COP[3]
‘Antonis is not a teacher.’

d. dv-dd kimsd yoh-u-di.
home-LOC anyone NEG.EXIST-COP-PST[3]

‘There is nobody home.’

The person suffixes are listed in Table 5. The two set of suffixes are different in the first
and second person. Set I suffixes appear after the present stem (gdl-sin ‘come-2.SG’), the
imperfective suffix (gid-ier-sin ‘go-1PFV-2.SG’), the aorist (bul-ur-sun ‘find-AOR-2.SG’), the
optative (yap-a-sin ‘build-OPT-2.8G’, gdl-d-m-d-sin ‘come-POT-NEG-OPT-2.SG’) as well as after
nominal predicates (uzun-sun ‘tall-2.8G’). Set Il suffixes appear after the past suffix (gor-dii-n,
‘see-PST-2.5G’) and the conditional (get-sd-n ‘go-COND-2.SG’). A salient deviation from the
Standard Turkish suffixes is the first person plural in -/4 (in both sets), which also occur in
several Anatolian dialects (Brendemoen 1998: 240; compare Erzurum geldih in Yukari
Karasu, gelduh in Coruh Boyu, Gemalmaz 1978[I]: 22). The second person plural in -sis/-siz
(set II -z) also differs from Standard Turkish (-sinlz, -nlz): this suffix is mentioned by
Karahan (1996) among the characteristic properties of the Anatolian dialects. The vowel of
the suffix is determined by vowel harmony: the only deviation from the general rule is the
form of the past suffix in the third person (i.e., when it is not followed by a person suffix): in
this case the suffix appears in the indifferent form -di/-ti ‘PST’. The third person affix follows
the copula in most cases, e.g., var-dir-lar ‘EXIST-COP-3.PL’; however, some instances of the

third plural suffix preceding the copula are also available in our corpus, e.g., yap-ti-lar-i-di
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‘build-PST-3.PL-PST-COP’. The future suffix -ajah ‘FUT’ suffix combines with set II suffixes,
whereby the final consonant is dropped in the first and second person singular (et-mi-aja-m
‘do-NEG-FUT-1.SG’, et-mi-aja-n ‘do-NEG-FUT-2.SG”) and the first person plural is exceptionally

-In *1.PL’° (et-mi-ajag-in ‘do-NEG-FUT-1.PL’).

Table 5. Verbal person suffixes

set | set 11
front/non-rounded back/rounded back/non-rounded front/rounded

sg. 1 gid-ier-im ‘1 am going’  bul-ur-um ‘1 will find’  cal-di-m ‘1 stole’ gor-dii-m ‘1 saw’

2 gid-ier-sin bul-ur-sun cal-di-n gor-dii-n

3 gid-ier bul-ur cal-di gor-di
pl. 1 gid-ier-ih bul-ur-uh Cal-di-h gor-dii-h

2 gid-ier-sis bul-ur-sus cal-di-z gor-dii-z

3 gid-ier-ldr bul-ur-lar cal-di-lar gor-dii-lar

Urum has a rich inventory of non-finite verb forms. Many verbs, such as ist- ‘want’, ol-
‘be’, or static predicates such as lazim ‘need’ govern a bare infinitive; see (21a). Other
predicates govern a dative-marked verbal noun. In the narrative texts we find examples with
phase verbs, e.g., toplamaya gurtaldi ‘he finished gathering’, akmaya basladilar ‘they started
sowing’, getti yatmaya ‘he went to sleep’, modal predicates, e.g., zorladi ati gagmaya ‘he

forced the horse to run’ and static predicates such the deadjectival azir-lan- in (21b).

(21) a.  bare infinitive
ist-ier-im get-mah
want-1PFV-1.SG gO-INF
‘I want to go.’
b.  dative-marked verbal noun
azir-lan-ier-im get-ma-y-a
ready-PROC-IPFV-1.SG gO-INF-J-DAT

‘I am about to go.’

Converbs in -AndAn are characteristic of the Anatolian dialects (see discussion and
observations in the dialects of Erzurum in Menz 2002: 203). These converbs are used for

embedding events that take place contemporaneously with the event of matrix predicate; see
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(22a). The converbs in -Ip, illustrated in (22b), are not very frequently in the narratives (an
observation already made for the dialects of Erzurum; see Menz 2002: 209, citing Gemalmaz
1978[1]: 376). This converb also occurs in some idiomaticized combinations, e.g., gid-ip

gdl-ier-th (go-GER come-IPFV-1.PL) ‘we come and go’.

(22) a.  converbs in -AndAn
petros vat-ier-di, siz  gdl-dnddn
Petros sleep-IPFV-PST[3] 2.PL come-CONV
‘Petros was sleeping, when you came.’
b.  converbs in -Ip
cigard-ip go-ier-lir galib-a
take out-GER put-IPFV-3.PL shape-DAT

‘Having taken it out, they put it into a shape.’

Participles with the adjectivalizer -(y)4n ‘ADIR’ are followed by nominal inflectional
suffixes and can be used as attributes, (23a), or also as headless relative clauses. They also can
be governed by postpositions rendering adverbial constituents, e.g., gdl-dn-d acet
(come-ADJR-DAT until) ‘until coming’. Participles with the suffix -dIg occur in both attributive
and converbial functions; they can also be governed by postpositions, e.g., trasa-y-a

¢th-tih-tan soram (roadway-J-DAT get-PTCP-ABL after) ‘after getting to the roadway’.

(23) a.  participles in -yAn
kov-ldr-dd yvas-yan-lar=da jayal-lar dp  get-ti
village-PL-LOC  live-ADJR-PL=CONN young-PL all  leave-PST[3]
‘And the young people living in villages left all.’
b.  participles in -dIg
siz  gal-dig-i kimin petros  yat-ajah.
2.PL come-PTCP-POSS.3.8SG as soon _as Petros sleep-FUT[3]

‘Petros will be sleeping when you will come.’

3.3.3. Pronouns

Personal pronouns are noun phrases inflecting for person, number and case. The forms of
personal pronouns frequently exhibit inflectional deviations from the nominal paradigm;
therefore we are listing all forms in Table 6. As this table shows, the declination of personal

pronouns is almost identical to the forms of nouns. The unusual dative forms, e.g., bahan,
22



baan, baa etc. reported for the dialects of Erzurum (see Menz 2002 citing Karahan 1996) are
not found in Urum. The case suffixes are identical to the adnominal suffixes (see Section
3.3.1), to the exception of the genitive of the 2. person (sing. bdn-im; pl. biz-im), which
displays an allomorph with a dissimilated nasal (a phenomenon also available in Standard
Turkish: benim, bizim). In spontaneous texts, some (rare) instances of plural reinforcement are

found, e.g., biz-lir ‘1.PL-PL’, biz-ldr-d ‘1.PL-PL-DAT’.

Table 6. Personal pronouns

singular plural

1 2 3 1 2 3
nominative bdn sdan o biz Siz on-nar
accusative bdn-i sdn-i on-i biz-i Siz-i on-i
dative bdn-d sdn-d on-a biz-d Siz-d on-nar-a
genitive bdn-im sdn-in on-un biz-1m Siz-1n on-nar-in
locative bdn-dd sdn-dd on-da biz-dd siz-dd on-nar-da
ablative bdn-ddn sdn-ddn on-dan biz-ddin siz-ddn  on-nar-dan
instrumental bdn-ndn sdn-ndn on-nan biz-indn sSiz-indn  on-nar-inan

Interrogative pronouns include the pronoun kim ‘who’ for animates, (24a) (both human and
non-human), and the pronoun nd ‘what’ for inanimates; see (24c). These pronouns combine
with case suffixes; see (24b). Questions on adverbial constituents are expressed with the
interrogative adverbs nerdd ‘where’, niya ‘why’, ndsil ‘how’, ndvddd ‘when’. In general, the
interrogative word appears left adjacent to the predicate, as shown in (24a-b, d), but

deviations are possible, (24c).

(24) a. kim-dwr ucitel?

who-copP[3] teacher
‘Who is the teacher?’

b.  kim-inan-dir baba-n?
who-INSTR-COP[3] father-P0OsSS.2.SG
‘With whom is your father?’

c. nd 0 san-ddn  istd-di?
what  3.SG 2.SG-ABL want-PST[3]
‘What did (s)he want from you?’
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d. nmasid  gid-en kov-a?
how g0-2.SG village-DAT

‘How do you go to the village?’

The interrogative pronouns also appear in embedded interrogatives; see (25a). In
embedded questions, the interrogative pronoun occupies an argument position (depending on
its syntactic function; see (25a-b)) and not the complementizer position (as in many European
languages such as English or German). This is supported by the fact that it may co-occur with
the complementizer as in (25b-c). It is important to notice that these pronouns can also be
used as indefinite pronouns as illustrated in (25d), which implies that constituent questions are

not typed neither through word order nor through pronoun type.

(25) a.  embedded clause with subject interrogative pronoun
biil-m-ier-im kim gdl-ier
know-NEG-IPFV-1.SG who come-IPFV[3]

‘I do not know who is coming.’

b.  embedded complement clause with object interrogative pronoun
biil-m-ier-im ki~ petros nd  sdt-er
know-NEG-IPFV-1.SG  COMPPetros what sell-IPFV[3]
‘I do not know what is Peter selling.’

c.  embedded question
biil-ier ki kim gdl-m-ier?
know-1PFV[3] COMPwho come-NEG-IPFV[3]

‘Does (s)he know who is not coming?’

d.  kimi-si get-ti ruset-a,
who-P0SS.3.SG  go-PST[3] Russia-DAT
kimi-si get-ti gretsia-y-a.
who-P0SS.3.5G  go-PST[3] Greece-J-DAT

‘Some of them went to Russia, some of them went to Greece.’

Relative clauses are introduced by the relative pronoun ang: ‘REL’ which is case-marked
according to its function within the relative clause; compare (26a) and (26b-c). Interrogative
pronouns may be also used for introducing relative clauses, as illustrated in (26d). The

relative pronoun is in most cases followed by the complementizer ki ‘COMP’; see (26a, c).
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(26) a.

relative pronoun: subject

arif angi-si ki get-ti kefli-i-di

man REL-POSS.3.SG  COMP leave-PST[3] drunk-cOP-PST[3]

‘The man who left was drunk.’

relative pronoun: instrumental phrase

ver-in bén-d bicag-i angi-si-indn kds-ier-sis  at
give-2.8G  1.SG-DAT knife-ACC rel-POSS.3.SG-INSTR cut-IPFV-2.PL meat
‘Give me the knife, with which you are cutting meat.’

relative pronoun: possessor phrase

adam, angi-sin-in ki it-1n-i old-iir-du-m,
man  REL-POSS.3.SG-GEN that dog-P0ss.3.8G-ACC kill-IPFV-PST-1.SG
Cih-ti.

go_out-PST[3]

‘The man whose dog I killed went out.’

relative pronoun: possessor phrase

adam, kim-in it-tn-i old-iir-du-m, Cth-ti.

man who-GEN  dog-P0SS.3.8G-ACC kill-IPFV-PST-1.SG  go_out-PST[3]

‘The man whose dog I killed went out.’

3.3.4. Adjectives and adverbs

There is no lexically determined distinction between adjectival and adverbial roots, i.e., the

same lexical elements can be used as attributes of nouns or as verbal adjuncts. These

possibilities are illustrated by the quantifier cog in (27a-b).

27 a.

adnominal modifier

cog giz

much  girl

‘many girls’

adverbal modifier

0 gus cog uc-abul-iir

that bird much fly-ABIL-AOR[3]
‘This bird can fly a lot.”
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Adverbs and adjectives can also be used as predicates, in which case they combine with the
person suffixes introduced for verbs in Table 5; see (28b). However, they contrast with verbs
in that they cannot combine with the tense/aspect/mood suffixes and in that they may be used
with the copula -dIr ‘COP’; see (28c). This copula is not exclusively used for adjectives but it

occurs with any type of non-verbal predicate (e.g., adverbs and nouns).

(28) a. bu adv dksi.

this house old
‘This house is old.’

b.  bdn gissa-im.
1.sG  short-1.SG
‘I am short.’

c. bu av dksi-dir.
this house old-copr[3]

‘This house is old.’

With past-time reference, non-verbal predicates combine with the past suffix after the
copula -/ ‘cop’. This copula occurs with non-verbal predicates of different types: (a)
adjectives, (29a); (b) adverbials, (29b); (c) stative predicates that behave like adjectives, e.g.,
the existentials var ‘EXIST’ and yoh ‘NEG.EXIST’ used in possessive constructions, (29¢). Some
verbal suffixes such as the conditional -s4 and the evidential -mI§ may combine with this

copula, which suggests that these suffixes change the category of the stem.

(29) a. o agac  uzun-u-di

that tree tall-coP-PST[3]
‘This tree was tall.’

b.  nerdd-y-di Petro  dunagin?
where-COP-PST[3] Petro  yesterday
‘Where was Petro yesterday?’

c.  bdn-im bir-zaman var-i-di at-im
1.SG-GEN one-time  EXIST-COP-PST[3] horse-POSS.1.SG

‘I had once a horse (lit. there was once a horse of me)’
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The contrast between verbal and non-verbal predicates at the stem level is supported by the
fact that verbs can be derived from adjectival roots with suffixation, as illustrated in (30b).
The derived stem is a verb and can combine with the tense/aspect/mood suffixes of the verbal

inflection.

(30) a. alma  gwmizi-diwr.
apple  red-cop[3]
“The apple is red.’
b.  bibdar guwmiz-lan-ier / gwmiz-lan-ajah
pepper red-PROC-IPFV[3]  red-PROC-FUT[3]

‘The apple is becoming/will become red.’

As attributes, adjectives precede the head noun; see (31a). Case and number are phrasal,
i.e., there is no agreement-like copies of the inflectional categories on the adjective. In the
absence of a nominal head, the noun phrase suffixes (number, case, possession) may attach to
the adjective; see (31b). There are suffixes for the derivation of nouns out of adjectives, in
particular the nominalizer -//h ‘NR’ (assimilating to preceding alveolar nasals to -nlh), e.g.
syah-lth (hot-NR) ‘fever’, catin-nih (difficult-NR) ‘difficulty’, which is evidence for a contrast

between nominal and adjectival/adverbial roots.

(31) a.  prenominal adjectives
yol-da gor-di birtind ciiciik  guizdl giz-i
street-LOC saw-PST[3] one little  beautiful girl-Acc
‘He saw a little beautiful girl on the road.’
b.  noun phrase without nominal head
goja-lar-a ver-di pensiya...
old-PL-DAT  give-PST[3] pension

‘They gave a pension to the old people...’

There is no morphological expression of degree (comparative or superlative). Comparative
constructions are formed with the adverb daha ‘more’ and the second term of comparison in
an ablative phrase or in a phrase with the Russian conjunction cem ‘than’; see (32a-b).
Superlative constructions are formed in the same way, see (32c¢): the second term of

comparison explicitly refers to the totality of the referents that are contained by the set under
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comparison. Equative constructions are formed with the postposition kimin ‘such as’, see

(324).

(32) a. comparative construction with ablative phrase

0 bdn-ddn uzun-dur.
3.8G 1.SG-ABL tall-cop[3]
‘(S)he is taller than me.’

b.  comparative construction with loan conjunction
kirpic  duvar-i daha pdrk-tir,  cem gav-in duvar-i
brick  wall-P0SS.3.SG  more hard-copP[3] than adobe-GEN wall-P0SsS.3.SG
‘The brick wall is harder than the adobe wall.’

c.  superlative construction

bdn dp-sin-dan Clictig-im.
1.sG  all-P0SS.3.SG-ABL  small-1.8G
‘I am the youngest.’
d.  equative construction
0 siz-in oglu-z-kimin uzun-dur.
3.5G 2.PL-GEN  son-POSS.2.PL-such tall-cop[3]

‘He is as tall as your son.’

3.3.5. Determiners and Quantifiers

Urum does not have a definite article. Bare noun phrases can have specific or generic
reference. There are two demonstratives: (a) a proximal demonstrative bu ‘this’, e.g., bu gus
‘this bird’, and (b) the 3. person pronoun that is interpreted as distal (‘that’) in its use as
determiner, e.g., o gus ‘that bird’. The numeral bir ‘one’ or may be used as indefinite
determiner, e.g., bir gus ‘a bird’.

Quantifiers include elements like dr ‘every’, birgac ‘some’, cog, ‘much’, az ‘few’, see
examples in (7), as well as numbers. The universal quantifier dp ‘all’ differs from the further
elements in the behavior of plural (see (7)), as well as in its position at the left periphery of
the noun phrase. Furthermore, this quantifier is frequently realized in the focus position
(immediately preverbal) which is additional evidence of its particular status in the syntax of

noun phrases, see (33).
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(33) bun-nar-i dp  kds-ier-ih
this-PL-AcC all  cut-IPFV-1.PL
‘We cut them all.’

The order of these elements in the noun phrase is illustrated in (34). The universal
quantifier (U) precedes the determiner (D) which precedes quantifiers/numerals (Q), that are
followed by adjectives (A) and nouns (N). Interestingly, the possibility to prepose the
adjective before the determiner, which is the preferred option in Turkish is not found in our

corpus; Urum native speakers judge the order in (35a) as “not very natural”.

(34) [U [D [Q [A [NT111]
gor-dii-m ap bu uc bayaz  tayuh-lar-i
see-PST-1.SG all  this three ~ white  chicken-PL-ACC

‘I saw all these three white chicken.’

(35) a.  gor-dii-m bayaz  bir tayug-i.
see-PST-1.SG white  one chicken-AcC

b.  gor-dii-m bir bayaz  tayug-i
see-PST-1.SG one white  chicken-AccC

‘I see a white chicken.’
Number formation follows the patterns known from Turkish, as illustrated in Table 7.

Table 7. Numbers

1 bir 10 on 11 on bir
2 iki 20 igirmi 12 on iki

3 ic 30 ottuz 13 on uc
4 dort 40 girh 14 on dort
5 bes 50 alli 15 on bes
6 alti 60 altmis 100 yuz

7 eddi 70 etmi§ 200 iki yuz
8 Sdikkiz 80 sdksdn 1000 bin

9 dokkuz 90 dohsan 2000 iki bin
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3.3.6. Postpositions

Postpositions are distinguished in different subclasses depending on the case marking of the
postpositional complement. Some postpositions (e.g., ic- ‘in’, yan- ‘beside/near’, cth- ‘out of”,
list- ‘above’, dib- ‘under’, dg- ‘in front of’, geri- ‘behind’)’ are relational nouns and inflect
like nouns: they agree with their complement in person and they are case marked; (36a).® The
complement of these postpositions is marked for genitive case. Some postpositions (e.g.,
ociiri/otturi ‘for’) govern a dative complement; (36b). Adverbs may be modified by an
ablative phrase as illustrated with a local adverb in (36¢c) (a further adverb frequently

occurring with an ablative is sora ‘after’).

(36) a.  genitive complement
kastriilka-nin ic-in-da
stew _pot-GEN  in-P0OSS.3.SG-LOC
‘in the stew pot’

b.  dative complement
san-a OCliri
2.8G-DAT for
“for you’

c.  ablative adjunct
stol-dan  uzah-tir
table-ABL far-copr[3]

‘far from the table’

3.3.7. Conjunctions

Clausal embedding is mainly expressed through the several types of converbs in Turkish; see
Urum examples in (22). A characteristic property of Turkic languages spoken in several
Slavic environments is the frequent use of complementizers preceding the clause and
governing finite verbs (see data from Gagauz in Menz 2001). A characteristic property of the
Anatolian dialects of Turkish is the frequent use of ki (Menz 2002: 207 with reference to

Gemalmaz 1978). The complementizer ki may occur at the beginning of the subordinate

The lateral regions for ‘left’ and ‘right’ are expressed with complex expressions, e.g., pisik stol-un sol/sag
tardf-in-dd-dir (cat table-GEN left/right sind-POSS.3-LOC-COP) ‘the cat is on the left/right side of the table’.

A particular postposition that we encountered several times in Urum narratives is the compound dort-bir-yan-
(four-one-beside) ‘around’.
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clause as in (37a) or clause internally. It is frequently used as reinforcement to other
complementizers, e.g., ndsiu ki ‘how’, onucun ki ‘because’, ndvdh ki ‘when’, etc. (see
Johanson 1993 for the claim that the complex conjunctions of the type onucun ki copy the
structure of the corresponding Russian conjunction potomu sto ‘because’); see also the use of
ki in interrogatives in (25b-c) above. A set of conjunctions is used to introduce several types
of adverbial subordination; see (37b). Temporal clauses are introduced with the conjunctions
ndvdde ‘when’, ndvd(h) ‘when’, ald “until’, kimin ‘such as’, ndsi/ ‘when’, causal subordinate

clauses with oniiciin ‘because’ (< on-un icin ‘3-GEN for’), conditional clauses with agdr ‘if’.

(37 a.  complement clause
diisiin-er-im ki o anton-nan  get-ti.
think-1PFV-1.SG COMP 3.SG Anton-INSTR go-PST[3]
‘I think that he went with Antonis.’
b.  adverbial subordinate clause
petros  yat-ier-di navddd siz  gdl-di-z
Petros sleep-IPFV-PST[3] when 2.PL arrive-PST-2.PL

‘Petros was sleeping, when you arrived.’

Coordinative conjunctions are the clitic =d4 ‘CONN’ and the conjunction ama ‘but’; see
(38a-b). The Russian loans i ‘and’ and i/i ‘but’ occur frequently in the spoken language; see
(38c). The connective clitic =d4 ‘CONN’ cliticizes to the first phonological word of the last

conjunct; see (38a, c¢). It occurs as coordinative conjunction but also as inter-sentential

connective.
(38) a.  conjunctive coordination
petros  dk-djih bibdr, bdn=dd  dk-djda-m.
petros sow-FUT[3] piper  1.SG=CONN sow-FUT-1.SG
‘Petros will sow chile, and so will 1.
b.  disjunctive coordination

petros  ak-m-er, ama bdn ak-djd-m.
Petros plant-NEG-IPFV[3] but 1.8G plant-FUT-1.SG

‘Petros is not planting, but I will plant.’
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c.  native and loan conjunctions
gretsia-da=da krizis i sag evropa-da=da.
Greece-LOC=CONN crisis and whole Europe-LOC=CONN

‘And there is crisis in Greece as well as in whole Europe.’

3.3.8. Particles

The sentential particles ‘yes’ and ‘no’ are Ad (borrowing from Georgian; corresponding to

Standard Turkish evef) and yoh (Standard Turkish hayir).

39) a. o av tazd-dir?

3.8G house new-COP[3]
‘Is this house new?’

b. hd, tdzd-dir.
yes new-COP[3]
‘Yes, it is new.’

Cc.  yoh, tdzd-ddgil.
no new-NEG.COP[3]

‘No, it is not new.’

Polar questions are formed without a question particle, i.e., the contrast between assertions
and questions in (36a-b) relies on intonation. The corresponding utterance in Turkish contains
a question particle, i.e., o Tsalka’da mi? (3.SG Tsalka-LOC Q) ‘is he in Tsalka?’, which is

unknown in Urum.

(40) a. o Tsalka-da-dir.
3.8G Tsalka-LoC-COP[3]
‘He is in Tsalka.’
b. o Tsalka-da-dir?
3.sG Tsalka-LOoC-CcoP[3]

‘Is he in Tsalka?
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3.4. Lexicon/Soz Varhg

Urum is spoken in a multiethnic and multilingual context and this is reflected on the frequent
occurrence of borrowings from several related languages. All speakers are bilingual Russian.
Apart from Russian, many speakers are competent in Georgian, which is the official language
of the state. The community has strong contacts to the Pontic Greek population of Georgia
that is conceived as homo-ethnic. Furthermore, there is an Armenian population in the district
of Tsalka and it is reported that ethnic Greeks had already contact to Armenians in Anatolia.
Although these contacts promise a multitude of linguistic influences, an empirical study on
the sources of the Urum vocabulary reveals that the major source of foreign elements (without
distinguishing between borrowings and code-switching) in Urum is Russian (Ries et al. 2013).
The study examined a total of 2550 lexical forms. Words of Greek origin (7 words; 0,3% of
the examined vocabulary) are restricted to the field of religion (see some examples in Section
2.2). Georgian words (14 words; 0,5% of the vocabulary) are only present in some culturally
specific fields such as ‘food/drink’. There are few elements for which an Armenian origin is
hypothesized (6 words; 0,2%), but not a substantial amount of loanwords from this language.
The majority of loanwords (514; 20,2%) comes from Russian, which is also reflected in the
spontaneous speech production; see illustrative text in Section 4. Figure 2 shows the
proportions of loanwords sorted in semantic fields, according to the inventory of the WOLD
project (Haspelmath and Tadmor 2009). The semantic fields on the left side of this figure, e.g.,
kinship terms, expressions of time, perception, and quantity or the body-part terms and the
expressions of spatial relations are known to be cross-linguistically conservative. The
majority of Urum words in these fields is of Turkish origin, which supports the view that
Turkish is the substrate language. The fields on the right side, e.g., concepts relating to the
modern world, warfare/hunting, law, house, clothing, agriculture, etc. represent semantic
fields that are culture-specific and as such particularly prone to influences through language
contact. In these fields we observe a strong influence of Russian, which has the role of the

superstrate language in the contact situation of the Urum people.
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Figure 2. Proportions of lexical origin depending on semantic field

100%

[ Turkish
M Russian

50% T
i B other

0% -

kinship

time

sense perception
quantity

body

spatial relations

possession
motion
actions/technology
emotions
food/drink
physical world

speech
cognition
religion/belief
animals

society/politics
agriculture
clothing

house

law
warfare/hunting
modern world

3.5. Current developments/Giincel Gelismeler

The use of language is shrinking since the population is leaving the original settlements. As
frequently observed in situations of migration to multi-ethnic environments, the use of Urum
is restricted to the communication within the family, especially with the elder members. A
sociolinguistic study about the choice of language carried out in January 2013 examined two
crucial factors, namely age and social distance, which have a crucial role in the developments
in language use (Ries and Skopeteas 2013). Sixteen native speakers were asked to judge the
frequency of using Urum with several people in their environment. The questions used in
these interviews had the general form: “How often do you use Urum with X?”’; speakers were
instructed to judge the frequency of language choice in a scale from 1 to 7 (1=never;
7=always). The questions included four types of individuals (X): grandparents; own children;
old neighbours; children of neighbours. These four types involve two factors: social distance

(close vs. distant) and age (old vs. young). Speakers’ judgments are averaged in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Speakers’ intuition about language use

(average intuitions of 16 speakers; collected in Tbilisi, January 2013)
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The findings in Figure 3 reflect the intuition of the speakers that they use the language
more frequently with older addressees (horizontal axe) and more frequently with family
members (“close”). The two factors combine cumulatively, i.e., their effects are additive. The
resulting pattern shows that the use of language shrinks to restricted social spaces and
suggests that inter-generational transmission is endangered, since the speakers abandon using

the language with their children.

4. A Sample Text/ Ornek Bir Metin

The story of their ancestors was recorded and transcribed by Violeta Moisidi in December
2010 (see Skopeteas and Moisidi 2010 for a text collection). The third line contains a word-
by-word Turkish translation provided by Emrah Turan (Bielefeld University).

(41) biz-im halh  gdl-di kavkaz-a vasemnadsati  vektya.
1.PL-GEN people come-PST[3] Caucasus-DAT eighteenth century
bizim halk geldi Kafkasya’ya onsekizinci ylizyilda

‘Our people came to the Caucasus in the eighteenth century.’

(42) gdl-di-h, Sindi  onida di-y-a-m-dm tocnii
come-PST-1.PL  now that say-J-POT-NEG-1.8G  exactly
geldik simdi  onuda diyeyim tam olarak
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SoCi-y-a yva=dd suhum-a,
Sochi-J-DAT or=CONN  Sukhumi-DAT
Sogi’ye ya da Sukhumi’ye

‘We came, but I couldn’t say where exactly we came to Sukhumi or Sochi,’

(43) pamoemu suhum-a gdl-di-h.
probably Sukhumi-DAT  come-PST-1.PL
muxtemelen Sukhimi’ye geldik.

(44)

(45)

(46)

‘probably we came to Sukhumi.’

suhum-da, soram general  passkeevic gdtir-di tzalga-y-a.
Sukhumi-LoC  then General  Paskevich bring-pST[3] Tsalka-J-DAT
Sukhumi’de, sonra General  Paskevich getirdi Tsalka’ya
‘In Sukhumi, then General Paskevich brought them in Tsalka.’

gal-di-lar tsalka-da, bah-ti-ldr bur-da var-i-di
come-PST-3.PL  Tsalka-LOC  look-PST-3.PL  here-LOC  EXIST-COP-PST[3]
Geldiler Tsalka’ya baktilar burda vardi

cay, gol.

river lake

cay, g0l

‘They came to Tsalka and saw that there is river and lake here.’

de-di-lar ki~ bur-da uje yasa-mah olur,
say-PST-3.PL that here-LOC already live-INF can
dediler ki  burda simdiden yasamak olur,
bur-da av-ldar-i yap-a-h,

here-LOC house-PL-ACC ~ build-OPT-1.PL

burda evleri yapalim

They said that it’s already possible to live here, (it is possible) to build houses,
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(47) gol ora-dd, cay ora-dd, yap-a-h yapi-lir-i

(48)

(49)

(50)

lake that.place-LoCc  river  that.place-LoC  build-OPT-1.PL  house-PL-ACC

gbl orada, cay orada, yapak(yapalim) yapilari

da  yasi-y-a-h
and live-J-OPT-1.PL
da  yasiyalim

‘Lake is there, river is there, let’s build houses and let’s live.’

eld-dan=dd istem  gadl-di-lar bestas-a

that-ABL=CONN so come-PST-3.PL  Beshtasheni-DAT

Boyle iste geldiler Bestas’a

‘That’s how they came to Beshtasheni.’

bestas-tan=da sora air-lan-di ol-di baiburt,

Beshtasheni-ABL=CONN after =~ other-PROC-PST[3] be-PST[3] baiburt

Bestas’ dan da sonra  ayrildi oldu Bayburt,
ol-di gdrdk, hadik-madik, uje 0 gol-un
become-PST[3] Girdk Hadig-Madik already  that lake-GEN
oldu Garak, Hadik-Madik, ¢oktan 0 gbliin
dortbiryan-in-da ol-di 0 yapi-lar.

around-P0sS.3.SG-LOC be-PST[3] that house-PL
yaninda oldu 0 yapilar
‘After Beshtasheni, it developed, it became Baiburt, it became Garak, Hadik and so on,

and those houses became already around that lake.’

da anbelyada istem  gol-un dortbiryan-in-da egil-di

and thus SO lake-GEN  around-P0OSS.3-LOC gather-pST[3]

ve bdylece iste goliin yaninda egildi

urum  halh-i, iStem  cai var-i-di, sei var-i-di,

Urum people-ACC  so river EXIST-COP-PST[3]something EXIST-COP-PST[3]
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6]y

(52)

(33)

Urum  Halka, iste cay vardi, sey vard1

halh=ta gal-di
people=CONN  stay-PST[3]
halkta kaldi

‘And thus Urum people were gathered around the lake, there was a river, there was

something, and people stayed.’

do, biz  gdl-yan-dd, ama bur-da yas-ier-di,

before 1.PL come-ADJR-LOC but here-LOC live-PST[3]

once, biz gelmeden, ama burda yastyordu,

bur-da var-1-di el-ldr, an Sindi  eld er-lar  var,
here-LOC  EXIST-COP-PST[3]  stranger-PL here now SO place-PL EXIST
burda vardi eller, burda simdi yerler var,
or-da gurji-lar yas-ier-di ald biz  gal-m-dz-ddn

there-LOC Georgian-PL  live-IPFV-PST[3] yet 1.PL come-NEG-AOR-1.PL-ABL
orda Girciiler yastyordu hala biz gelmezden

bur-ya, bur-da gurju-ldar var-1-di

here-DAT here-LOoC  Georgian-PL  EXIST-COP-PST[3]

buraya, burda Giirciiler vardi

‘In the old time, before our coming, they were living... there were strangers here, now
there are such places, Georgians was living there before we came here, there were

Georgians here.’

er-lar-i=da ald, Sindi  get-sd-h gor-sd-h,
place-PL-ACC=CONN yet now g0-COND-1.PL  see- COND-1.PL
yerleri ve hala simdi  gitsek gorsek

‘If we go now and see those places,’

gdl-sin-ndr gor-sd-de-m 0 er-ldr-i=da

come-2.SG=3.PL show-COND-PST-1.SG this place-PL-ACC=CONN

38



gelsinler gdsterecem 0 yerleri de

‘Let them come and I could show them those places.’

(54) yapi-lar-in er-ldr-i gan-il-ier

(35)

(56)

(57)

house-PL-GEN  place-PL-P0OSS.3.SG notice-PASS-IPFV|[3]
Yapilarin yerleri fark edilebilir

‘Places of houses are noticeable.’

bur-da biz (mm) das-ta bul-du-h glirfiija yvazili
here-LoC  1.PL (mm) stone-LOC find-PST-1.PL Georgian-DAT  written
Burda biz tasta bulduk Giirclice yazilmis
sei et-md-y-a, bur-da giirji-lar yas-ier-di-ldr

something  make-INF-J-DAT  this.place-DAT  Georgian-PL live-IPFV-PST-3.PL
seyi etmeye, burda Girciiler yastyordular

‘Here we found something written on a stone in Georgian, here were living Georgians.’

sora bur-dan  gurjii-ldr get-ti-ldr, biz  gdl-di-h bur-da
then here-ABL Georgian-PL go-PST-3.PL  1.PL come-PST-1.PL  here-LOC
sonra burdan Girciiler gittiler, biz geldik buraya

“Then Georgians left from here, we stayed here.

an  beldda gal-di-h Cih-ti-h iStem  bestas-a,
boylece  geldik ¢iktik iste Bestas a

thus so come-PST-1.PL  exit-PST-1.PL so Beshtasheni-DAT

da Sindi-add yas-ier-th

CONN  now-until live-IPFV-1.PL
da simdi degin  yastyoruz.

‘Thus we came to Beshtasheni and live till now.’
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Abbreviations

GLOSS meaning GLOSS meaning

1 first person GER gerund

2 second person INF infinitive

3 third person INSTR instrumental
ABIL abilitative IPFV imperfective
ABL ablative LOC locative
ACC accusative M masculine
ADJR adjectivalizer NEG negative
AOR aorist NOM nominative
COMP complementizer OPT optative
COND conditional PASS passive
CONN connective PL plural

CONV converb POSS possessor
CoP copula POT potential
DAT dative PROC processive
DEF definite PST past

EXIST existential PTCP participle
FUT future REL relative pronoun
GEN genitive SG singular
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Kafkas Urumlar1 ve Urum Dili
Stavros Skopeteas, Bielefeld Universitesi
Tehlikedeki Tiirk Dilleri El Kitabina sunulmustur,
Siier Eker ve Ulkii Celik tarafindan diizenlenmistir.
Ozet

Urum halk: kendilerini, 19. ylizyilin baslarinda Anadolu’dan ayrilan Tiirk¢e konusan Pontus
Rumlar1 olarak tanimlar. Bu halkin biiyiik bir boliimii, bugiin hala yasamakta olduklar
K’vemo K’art’li’nin daglik bolgesine go¢ etmistir. Bu grup, atalarinin go¢ oncesinde
konustuklar1 Tiirk¢enin varyasyonunu, gog ettikleri yeni ¢evrede bulunan dillerin (6zellikle
Rusganin) etkisiyle zenginlestirilmis bir bicimde muhafaza etmistir. Urumca Anadolu’daki
Tiirkiye Tiirkcesinin diyalektleriyle dnemli benzerlikler gdsterir. Bu benzerliklerin 6tesinde,
bu dil, Ruscanin etkisine kadar geri gotiiriilebilecek (bagimli ctimlelerin kullaniminda oldugu
gibi) baz1 6zelliklerin yan1 sira kendine 6zgii (inlii uyumlarinda goriildiigi gibi) gelismeler de

sergilemistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler

Urum, Anadolu diyalektleri, Ses bilgisi, Bigim bilgisi, S6z varlig
1. Giris

Bu boliim, Giircistan’da K’vemo K’art’li’nin daglik bdlgesinde konusulan bir dil olan Kafkas
Urumcasina ayrilmistir. Kafkas Urumlarinin temel alt katmani Anadolu Tirkgesidir. Urum
halki Rusca da konustuklari i¢in iki dillidir ve bugiin konusulan Urumca, Tiirkiye Tiirkgesiyle
karsilikli anlasilabilirliligi engelleyen, Ruscadan yapilmis biiylik miktarda odiinglemelere
sahiptir. Kafkasya’da konusulan Urumca, Ukrayna’da konusulan Kirim Urumcasindan ayirt
edilmelidir. Kafkas ve Kirim Urumlar1 aym etnik adlar1 paylasir (bkz. Boliim 2.1) fakat bu, iki
dil toplulugunun dogrudan dogruya birbirleriyle iliskili oldugu anlamina gelmez (bkz. B6lim
3.1). Bu makale ise Kafkas Urumlarina ayrilmistir. Bu halkin dillerinin temel 6zelliklerinin
(Bolim 3) yam sira, dil toplulugunun bugiinkii durumu ve tarihi ana hatlariyla (Boliim 2)

Ozetlenecektir.

Asagida sunulan veriler 2009 ve 2013 yillarnn arasinda Tsalka ve Tiflis’teki anadil

konusurlarindan derlenmistir. Alint1 yapilan 6rnekler ya gevirilerle saglanmis (Verhoeven,
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Moisidi ve Yordanoglou 2011) ya da metinlerden toplanmistir (Skopeteas ve Moisidi 2011).
Derlemlerde (corpora) bulunan veri sorulari hakkinda daha fazla sezgisel veri ve agiklamalar

Urum dilinin konusuru olan Violeta Moisidi tarafindan saglanmistir. !
2. Kafkas Urumlari
2.1. Urum Etnik Adlar:

Urum etnonimisi Tiirkce Rum’dan gelir. Bu terim, Yunanca kokenli ‘Romali’ (Dogu Roma
Imparatorlugu’nun yurttasi olanlar) anlamina gelen rom sdzciigiinden olusturulmustur.
Osmanli imparatorlugunda Rum-i-Millet, etnik bir topluluga degil dini bir topluluga isaret
eden Imparatorluktaki Hristiyan Ortodoks insanlarin olusturdugu milletti. Urum kelimesinde
one eklenen u- vardir; bu u- {inliisii 7- ile baslayan 6diing kelimelerde genellikle sozciigiin
basina getirilir; 6rnegin u-rus “Rus”, u-ruset “Rusya” (ayni kelimeler Anadolu Tiirkcesinde

de vardir, bkz. Erzurum diyalektinde urum, urus ve urusya; Gemalmaz 1978 [111]: 318).

Anadil konusurlar1 kendi dillerini Urum dili olarak adlandirir ve kendilerini Tiirk¢e konusan
Pontus Rumlart seklinde tanimlar (bkz. etnik kimlik sorunlari i¢in Hofler 2011). Giirciiler, ya
Urum-eb-i (Urum-¢g.-a.k.) etnonimisini ya da Yunanistan’daki Yunanlilar da dahil herhangi
bir etnik Yunan halki i¢in kullanilan berdzeni etnonimisini kullanirlar (Sideri 2006: 26).
Giircistan’in Pontus Rum konusurlart Urum dilini turkikon ‘Tiirkge’ olarak adlandirir fakat

Urum dili konusurlarini homoetnik olarak diistiniirler.
2.2. Din

Urum insanlar1 Ortodoks Hiristiyanlardir ve dinsel uygulamalarini Yunan, Giircii ve Rus
kiliselerinde gerceklestirirler (Karagyosov 2006; Hofler 2011: 65f.). Urumda litiirjik pratikler
olmamasina ragmen bir¢ok anadil konusuru (sosyolinguistik miilakatlarda 30 kisiden 18°1;
bkz. Sella-Mazi ve Moisidi 2011) dua ederken Urumcay1 kullandiklarini bildirmistir. Dini
pratiklerdeki Urum dilinin kullanimi s6z varligina da yansimigtir. Urum dilinin sz
varligindaki 6diing kelimelerin yiizde 23’1 dini/inan¢ alanina ait kelimelerdir. Bu 6diing
kelimelerin yiizdesi diinya dillerinde bulunan dini alana ait 6diing kelimelerin ortalama

oranindan daha azdir — bu oran WOLD projesinin verilerine gore yiizde 43 olarak tahmin

12009 yilindan beri derledigi Urum dili verileri icin Violeta Moisidi’ye (Tiflis) ve Urum dili ile
Tiirkce arasindaki karsilastirmada Emrah Turan’in yardimlarina (Bielefeld) minnettarim. Urum soz
varlig1 ve bugiinkii Urum dili hakkindaki bulgular Veronika Ries ile ortak arastirmanin iiriiniidiir. Bu
makale VW Kurumu tarafindan finanse edilmis ‘Bugiinkii Doniigiimsel Siireglerin Dil ve Etnik
Kimlikleri Uzerine Etkisi: Giircistan’da Urum ve Pontus Rumlar1’ adl1 projenin bir pargasidir.



edilmistir (bkz. farkli dillerin durumlar i¢in Haspelmath ve Tadmor 2009; Urum kelime
haznesinin detayli bir aciklamasi i¢in Ries ve digerleri 2013; s6z varlig1 lizerine daha ileri bir
tartisma i¢in 3.4). Bu durum Hristiyan topluluklar icin sasirticidir fakat Urum dilini dini
pratikler i¢in kullandiklarin1 bildiren konusurlarin raporlariyla uyumludur. Din ve inang
hakkindaki kavramlarin biiyiik bir gogunlugu Tiirk¢e kdkenli kelimelerle ifade edilir; 6rnegin,
allah “Allah” ya da cdndm “cehennem”. Rusga 0diing kelimeler ise az sayidaki Hristiyan
terimlerle siirlidir; 6rnegin, Ruscadan gimn (I'mmu) gimn ‘ilahi’ ya da episkop (Emuckor)
episkop ‘piskopos’ (Ries vd. 2013). Bu kelimelerin Yunanca kdkenli olduguna ama Ruscada
kullanilan bi¢im i¢inde Urum diline aktarildigina dikkat edilmelidir; krs. Rusca gimn ve
Yunanca imnos, Rusga episkop ve Yunanca episkopos. Dini alanda ¢ok az terim dogrudan
dogruya Yunancadan gelir; Ornegin, Aristugin  ‘Noel’; krs. Yunanca hristujena

(Xprotovyevva) ve Rusca razdjestva (Poxmectso).
2.3. Cografya ve Niifus

Urum dili konusurlarinin yerlesim alanlari, K’vemo K’art’li’nin daglik bélgelerinde, 6zellikle
de Tetri Tsqaro (enlem 41.5; boylam 44.5) ve Dmanisi’nin (enlem 44.1; boylam 41.3) yani
sira Tsalka golii (enlem 41.6; boylam 44.1) civarindaki koylerde bulunmaktadir. Tsalka
civarindaki koyler, etnik Yunan halkinin yiizde 50°den fazlasin1 olusturdugu eski Sovyetler
Birligi’ndeki birkag yer arasindaydi (Kolossov, Galkina ve Krindatch 1998; 108). Giircistan
SSC’nin 1979 yili niifus sayimlarina gore, Tsalka bolgesinde kaydedilen etnik Yunanlilarin
biiylik ¢ogunlugu Urum dili konusuru oldugu i¢in, bolgedeki etnik Yunan niifusu 30 811 kisi
olarak tespit edilmistir. Giircistan’in sehir merkezine (6zellikle Tiflis) ve bu merkezlerden
baska istikametlere (ki bu istikametler arasinda en popiiler olanlar1 Rusya ve Yunanistan’dir)
yapilan biiyiik go¢ sonucu niifus son yillarda hizli bir sekilde azalmistir. Giircistan Ulusal
[statistik Ofisi’nin belgelerine gore, iilkenin disina gd¢ eden etnik Yunan halkinmn sayis1 1989
yilinda 100 300 kisi (toplam niifusun 1.9 %) iken 2002 yilinda 15 200 kisiydi (toplam
niifusun 0.3 %) (bkz. Giircistan Ulusal Istatistik Ofisi 2011: 20). Tsalka’daki etnik Rum halki
1979 yilinda toplamda 30 811; 2002 yillinda 4 589 kisidir ve 2005 yillindaki sayimda ise 1
500 kisi olarak tahmin edilmistir (Wheatley 2006: 8). Yakin zamanda yapilan niifus sayimi
yoktur; Tiflis’teki Yunan Topluluklar1 Federasyonu Tsalka ve civarindaki kdylerde mevcut

bulunan 1.000 — 1.500 Yunanlinin oldugunu tahmin etmektedir.

2.4. Tarihi Arka Plan



Katkas Urum dili konusurlarinin kokeni, Kuzeydogu Anadolu’da Tiirkce konusan Yunan
niifuslarina dayanmaktadir. Kafkasya’ya goglerinden dnce bu insanlarin yerlesim yerleri farkl
sehirleri kapstyordu: Kars, Giresun, Erzurum, Trabzon, Kiimbet, Bayburt ve Giimiishane
(bkz. Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, Eloeva 1998, Kasapoglu Cengel 2004: 59, Altinkaynak
2005: 39, Kalayci 2008: 144). Erzurum diyalekti ile yapilan dilbilimsel karsilastirma, Urum
dilinin Tirkge alt katmaninin bu bolgenin karakteristik 6zelliklerini sergiledigini géstermistir

(bkz. Bolim 3.1).

Yunan niifuslari, 19. yiizyilin baslarindan itibaren farkli go¢ dalgalariyla Kafkasya’ya geldiler
(raporlanan en biiyiik go¢ 1928-1929 Rus-Osmanli savaginin sonunda gergeklesti, bkz. Fonton
1840; bundan baska go¢ dalgalar1 1853-1856 yilinda Kirim Savagsi ve 1877-1878 son Rus-
Osmanli savast ile iligkili olarak belgelenmistir, bkz. Xanthopoulou-Kyriakou 1991, Kalayc1
2008: 144). Giircistan’da Urum halki, K’vemo K’art’li’de ¢esitli bolgelere yerlesti (bkz.
Boliim 2.3). Tarithi kaynaklar, Birinci Rus-Osmanli savasmin sonunda Tsalka ve

Akhaltsikhe’ye ulasan 6 000 ailenin varligindan s6z eder (bkz. Sideri 2006: 56).

Urum halki ¢ok dilli topluluklar icerisinde yasar ve bu nedenle farkli dillere yetkinlikleri
vardir. Urumlar, Kafkasya’ya vardiktan sonra, Sovyet doneminin yani sira Carist rejimi
boyunca da yonetim, egitim ve bircok durumda litiirjik pratiklerin dili olan Rusca ile temas
halindeydiler. (bkz. Hofler 2011: 144f). Urumlarin dil kullaniminda Ruscanin etkisi erken
donem metinlerinden zaten biliniyordu (bkz. Sideri 2006: 144f). En son yapilan anket tabanl
sosyolinguistik calismada (Tsalka ve Tiflis sakinlerinden olusan 30 kisilik 6rneklem), Urum
dili konusurlarinin % 93’liniin (28 kisi) Rusgada, % 83’iiniin (25 kisi) Giirciicede ve %
33’linlin Yunancada (Yunancay:1 Tiflis’teki dil kurslarinda ya da Yunanistan’a ziyaretleri
stiresince 0grenmislerdir) dil yeterliligine sahip olduklarin1 gostermistir (bkz. Sella-Mazi ve
Moisidi 2011: 33). Tsalka bolgesindeki Urum halki, ayn1 zamanda, bu bolgede en biiyiik
ikinci azinlik olan Ermeni niifusuyla da temas halindeydi (bkz. demografik veriler icin
Wheatley 2006: 8). Yukarida bahsi gecen sosyolinguistik caligmada 30 kisiden 6’s1 (20 %)

arkadaslariyla iletisim kurarken Ermeniceyi de kullandiklarini bildirmislerdir.
2.5. Ortografi

Urumcanin yazi dili gelenegi yoktur. Urum dili konusurlarmin ¢ogunlugu Rusca (ve daha az
olarak Giircli) alfabesini kullanirlar ve Urumca yazmazlar (Kock Kobaized 2001: 155).
Yunan alfabeli kutsal metinlerin (istanbul’da basilan) Tiirkce gevirisi toplum igerisinde

mevcuttur ancak bunlar dini uygulamalarda kullanilmaz. Toplumun en azindan bazi
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iiyelerinin Yunanca bilgisine ve bu dilde yazma becerisine sahip oldugunu gosteren, 20.
ylizyilin baglarindan kalma, Tsalka mezarliginda Yunanca yazilmis mezar tasi yazitlari vardir;

bkz. 6rnek (1).
(1) 1859-1918

< kisi ismi >

ENTAY®GA ANATIABETE

entautha anapavete

burada yat-: 3. tk.

O AOYAOZX TOY ®EOY

0 doulos tou theou

belirlilik: a.k.-tk.-eril kul: a.k.-tk.-eril belirlilik: i.d.-tk.-eril Tanrt: 1.d.-tk.-eril

‘1859-1918; <kisi isMi>; Tanrinin kulu burada yatiyor’ (George Zosimidis’in fotograf

koleksiyonundan kopyalanmistir)
3. Urumca
3. 1. Urumcamn Tiirk Dilleri Icindeki Yeri

Tarihi bulgulara gére Urumlarin atalar1 Anadolu’daki ¢esitli yerlerden gelmistir (bkz. Boliim
2.4). Gircistan’daki Urum halki, etnik adlarini ve muhtemelen kokenlerini (baslangigta
Kirim’a yerlesen ve daha sonra Azovian bolgesine komsu olan) Ukrayna’daki toplulukla
paylasirlar. Mevcut dilsel verilerle desteklenmeyen bazi kaynaklar (bkz. Podolsky 1986: 100,
Uyanik 2010; ayrica bkz. Urumca etnolog raporu Lewi 2009, ed.) bu topluluklarin ayn1 dili
konustuklarin1 varsayarlar. Kafkas Urum dili Rusc¢anin yogun etkisinde olan Anadolu
Tiirk¢esinin bir varyasyonudur. Garkavets’in sozliigiinde (2000) ve Podolsky tarafindan
hazirlanan dilbilgisel taslakta (1986) belgelenen Kirim Urumcasi, 6zellikle Kirim Tatarlarinin
konustugu Tiirkceden etkilenen farkli alt katmana sahip bir Tiirk dilidir ve bu dil,
Giircistan’da konusulan Urumcadan biiylik oranda farklilasan sozliikksel ve dilbilgisel
ozellikler sergiler. Ornegin, 6n/art yuvarlak olmayan iinliiler arasindaki karsithk Kafkas
Urumcasinda etkisizdir ancak Kirim Urumcasinda bu durum yoktur (bkz. Verhoeven 2011);

Kirim Urumcasi, Kafkas Urumcasinda ya da Tirk¢ede olmayan yerel durum eklerine
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(i¢indelik ve ¢ikis durum ekleri) sahiptir. Her iki dildeki Tiirkce alt katman, bu iki niifusun
baslangigta en azindan birbiriyle yakindan iliskili Tiirk¢e varyasyonlari konustuklarini

gosteren bazi fonolojik benzerlikler sergiler; asagiya bkz. (2).

So6zvarligi iizerine kiiclik ¢apli bir calisma, Sekil 1’de de sunuldugu gibi, Kafkas Urumcasinin
Tiirkce ile yakin iliskide bulundugunu ortaya koyar (tahminler SplitTree4; siirlim 4.13.1°de
gosterilmistir). Bu ¢alisma, ilgili bes dildeki akrabaliklar1 bulmak i¢in inceledigimiz temel s6z
varligindaki 137 kelimelik (Swadesh listesinin pargasi) bir dérnekleme dayandirilmigtir: Bu
caligmanin amaci, Urumca (Kafkas ve Kirim Urumcasi) diye bilenen iki dilin, Tiirkce
(Standart varyasyon) ve Tiirk¢enin Anadolu varyasyonlarina ¢ok yakin bir dil olan ilgili diger
dil yani Azerice ile iliskisine dair bir degerlendirme yapmaktir. Azericeyle karsilagtirilmasi
ozellikle Kafkas Urumcasi ile ilgisinden dolayidir ¢iinkii Giircistan’daki Urum ve Azeri
halkinin bir ve aym dili konustuguna dair iddialar vardir (Kock Kobaidze 2001: 154-157).
Sonu¢ olarak, Tatarca ise uzak Tiirk dilleriyle kiyaslandiginda ilgili diller arasindaki
mesafeleri tahmin edebilmek icin kontrol dili olarak kullamlmustir.? Sekil 1, ortak kokenli
sOzciiklerin sikligini yansitan bir ag agisindan bu diller arasindaki iligkileri gostermektedir.
Buradaki ilging sonug, Kafkas Urumcasmmin Standart Tiirkgenin hemen yaninda
siniflandirilmasidir. Bu sonuca gore, Kafkas Urumcasi ile Azerice arasindaki akrabaliktan

ziyade akrabaligin Kafkas Urumcasi ile Standart Tiirkce arasinda olmasi daha muhtemeldir.

Sekil 1. Urum ve Tiirk dilleri

Standart Tarkge

Azerice

— Kafkas Urumcasi

Tatarca Kirim Urumcasi

% Azerice ve Tatarca kelimeler Oztopgu ve digerlerinden (1999), Kirim Urumcasina ait kelimeler
Gargavets’den (2000), Kafkas Urumcasina ait kelimeler Skopeteas ve digerlerinden (2011) alinmistir.
Tiirkce kelimeler Emrah Turan tarafindan saglanmistir.



Katkas Urumcasinin bazi 6zellikleri, 6zellikle Kars ve Erzurum’da konusulan diyalektler
olmak iizere Anadolu Tiirkgesi ile dogrudan ilgilidir (bkz. Kasapoglu Cengel 2004, Uyanik
2010). (2)’de aciklanan fonolojik 6zellikler, Erzurum diyalekti i¢in bildirilmistir (Karahan
1996°dan alintilayan Menz 2002: 199f) ancak bunlar ayni zamanda Urum dilinin

sozvarliginda da bulunur.
(2) Katkas Urum dili ve Erzurum diyalekti arasindaki ortak fonolojik 6zellikler
a. Kafkas Urumcasi 4 ~ Standart Tiirkce £°

halh ‘halk’ (Standart Tiirk¢e halk; Erzurum halk/halh); bah-t1 ‘bak-g.z. [3] (Standart
Tiirkce baktr); uzah ‘uzak’ (Standart Tiirkge uzak); gdldih ‘geldik’ (Standart Tiirkge
geldik; Erzurum diyalekti*: Yukar1 Karasu’da geldih, Coruh Boyu’nda gelduh); harpuz
‘karpuz’ (Standart Tiirkce karpuz)

b. Kafkas Urumcasi g ~ Standart Tiirkce &

gissa ‘kisa’ (Standart Tiirkce kisa; Erzurum gissa); giz ‘kiz’ (Standart Tiirkge kiz;
Erzurum giz); gus ‘kus’ (Standart Tiirkge kug; Erzurum gus); gardas ‘kardes’ (Standart
Tiirk¢e kardes; Erzurum gardas); cog ‘cok’ (Standart Tiirkge ¢ok); gurmizi ‘kirmizt’
(Standart Tiirkce kirmizi); goyiin ‘koyun’ (Standart Tiirkce koyun; Erzurum goyun);
picah/bicag ‘bigak’ (Standart Tiirk¢e bi¢ak; Erzurum picah)

C. Metatez

varpah ‘yaprak’ (Standart Tiirk¢e yaprak; Erzurum yarpah/yvarpag; Azerice yarpagq),
torpah ‘toprak’ (Standart Tiirk¢e foprak; Erzurum torpah/toprah; Azerice torpak);
korpi ‘kopri’ (Standart Tiirkge koprii; Erzurum korpi/koprii/kérpii; Azerice korpii);
dksi ‘eski’ (Standart Tiirk¢e eski), soram ‘sonra’ (Standart Tirkge sonra; Erzurum

sona/sonam/soram, vb.); oglu/ ogul ‘oglu’ (Standart Tiirk¢e oglu)

d. Artdamaksil geniz sesinin gelisimi (geniz sesinin diginda)

3 Siirtinmeli (h ya da g) ile artdamaksil seslerin yer degistirmesi, i¢ Anadolu diyalektlerini, genellikle
artdamaksil sesleri koruyan Karadeniz kiyisi diyalektlerinden ayirir (Brendemoen 1998: 237).
Karadeniz kiyisindaki etnik Rum niifusu Urum halkinin diger olasi tarihsel kaynagi olabildigini
gosterdigi icin bu kanit 6nemlidir.

* Erzurum diyalektinden almti yapilan biitin 6rnekler Gemalmaz’da (1978[I]; 1978[III])
bulunmaktadir.



ddngiz ‘deniz’ (Standart Tiirkge deniz), donguz ‘domuz’ (Standart Tirk¢e domuz;

Erzurum donguz/donuz), ingil- ‘inle-’ (Standart Tiirkce inle-)

Bu o6zelliklerin sadece bir bdliimii esit 6lglide Kirim Urumcasina uygulanir ki bu, bu iki
varyasyonun birbirinden bagimsiz olarak gelistigini savunan goriisii desteklemektedir.
Artdamak {insiizlerinin siirtlinmeleri, (2a), hem hece sonunda hem de hece basindaki
baglamlarda gdsterilmistir (benzer olgular Kiritm Urumcasinda da bulunur - Ahalh/alh “halk”,
uzah ‘“uzak”, vb; Garkavets 2000). Kelime basi baglamlarinda ve art iinliilerden Once,
artdamaksil siirtiinmeli sesler Katkas Urumcasinda ¢ogu zaman 6tiimliidiir (2b), ancak Kirim
Urumcasinda bu daima Otlimsiizdiir (6rn. Kafkas Urumcasinda gug’a karst Kirim
Urumcasinda Aus ‘kus’). Kafkas Urumcasinda bulunan metatezli kelimeler, mutlaka Kirim
Urumcasinda da bulunacagi anlamina gelmez: Kafkas Urumcasinda yarpah ‘yaprak’a karsi
Kirim Urumcasinda yapalah ‘yaprak’ (Garkavets 2000). Kafkas Urumcasinda bulunan
artdamak geniz sesleri Kirim Urumcasinda olusmaz: deniz ‘deniz’, domuz/donuz ‘domuz’

(Garkavets 2000).

Kaftkas Urumcasinin Standart Tiirkge ile olan diger farkliliklart Anadolu diyalektlerinin
bolgesel ozellikleri ile ilgili degildir fakat bunlar farkli bolgelerde konusulan Tiirkce
varyasyonlarda olusur. Ornegin; 6tiimsiiz iinsiizlerin &tiimliillesmesi: barmah ‘parmak’
(Standart Tiirk¢e parmak, Erzurum barmah/barmak); bis- ‘pisir-> (Standart Tiirkce pisir-;
Erzurum bis-); das ‘tas’ (Standart Tiirkge tag; Erzurum das), dut- ‘tut-> (Standart Tiirkce fut-),
vb.

Morfolojik diizeyde, Kafkas Urumcasinda bazi ekler Erzurum diyalektinin tipik eklerine
benzer; 6rnegin, 2. ¢ogul kisi —sis/siz (bkz. Tablo 5) ve bitmemislik eki —(i)er (bkz. (16)),
(bkz. Menz 2002 Karahan 1996’ya atfen). Urumcanin Anadolu diyalektleri ile ortak olarak
paylastig1 sozdizimsel 6zellikler ki tiimleyen baglacin olusumu ve —4ndA ekindeki (bkz (22))
zarf fiilin kullanimidir (bkz. B6liim 3. 3. 7).

3.2. Fonoloji
3.2.1. Unsiizler

Unsiiz envanteri Tiirkge ile aynidir (bkz. Tablo 1). k foneminin éndamak alt sesbirimi [c], n
inlii (damaksillagma) komsulugunda ya ondan 6nce ya da ondan sonra hemen olusur; 6rnegin,
kok ‘kalin’ kelimesi [ceec] olarak gergeklestirilir. g foneminin dndamak alt sesbirimi [j]

sadece On {inlillerden (damaksillasma) once olusur; ornegin, gé/ [jeel] ‘gol’. [ fonemimin
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artdamak alt sesbirimi [1] art iinliilerden sonra olusur (artdamaksillagma); gol [jeel] ‘gol’

kelimesine kars1 yol [jot] ‘yol’.

Bu makalede Urum dilinin transkripsiyonu genel olarak Tiirk¢e imlayi takip eder. Bu imladan
temel sapma, siirtiinmeli ve patlamali-sizintili digyuvasi arkasi {insiizleri i¢in hacek
kullanimudir ([J] i¢in s, [3] i¢in Z, [f] igin ¢, [d3] i¢in j). Bu iinsiizler, Slav dilinin konusuldugu
cevrelerdeki Tiirk¢e imlalarda ortak yontemi izler (bkz. Azerice i¢in Schonig 1998; Gagauzca
icin Menz 1999). Bu yontem yaygin olan Rus¢a 6diing kelimeler sayesinde elverisli bir
yontemdir (Ries vd. 2013’deki goriisleri takip edilirse, Urum dili anlatilarda yaklasik 23 %

Rusca kelime sergiler).

Tablo 1. Unsiiz envanteri (parantez igindekiler IPA degerleridir; italik olanlar ise imladaki

degerleridir)
cift digsil/  dis dis ondam artdam girtlak
dudaksil dudaks yuvasi yuvasi aksil aksil sil
1l 1 arkast
patlamali —otimli | [p] p [t] ¢ [c] £ [k] &
+otlimli | [b] b [d] d g glg
stirtiinmeli —Otiimlii [f]f [s]s [J]$ [x] A [h] A
+ottimli viv  [z]lz  [3]Z [yl g
patlamali/sizt —Otimli [f] ¢
ntil1
+6tiimlii [ds]/
genizsil [m] m [n] n [n]n
carpmali [c] »
yaniinsiiz (1] 1]/
stirtinmesiz/ 1y
stirekli




3.2.2. Unliiler

Tiirk dillerinde genel problem yari-6n inliiler arasindaki fonolojik ayrimdir. Tiirk¢ede /e/
foneminin yari-kapali alt sesbirimi [e] ve kelime sonu acik hecede goriilen yari-acik alt
sesbirimi [e] vardir; diger bir deyisle [kel] ‘kel’ kelimesine kars1 [ka'le] ‘kale’ (bkz. Zimmer
ve Orgun 1992: 44). Fakat diger Tiirk dillerinde ayni sesler, karsit sozciik ciftleriyle
kanitlanmis olan ayr1 fonemlerdir; 6rnegin, Eski Tiirkce &lig ‘el’ kelimesine kars1 elig ‘kral’
(Erdal 2004: 51). Bir karsit sdzciik ¢ifti, Urumcada tanimlanmistir: a1 ‘el’” kelimesine karsit
olarak el ‘yabanct’ (ayn1 karsitlik Anadolu diyalektlerinde de goriiliir, bkz. Brendemoen 1998:
237). Bu karsit sozciik ¢ifti Urumcada /e/ ve /4/ karsithigi oldugunun kanitidir. Ancak heniiz
tizerinde detayli bir sekilde ¢alisilmamis bir konu olan yari-agik iinliilerin gergeklesmesinde
(hece yapisina ve vurgusuna bagli) fonolojik olarak kosullanmis 6nemli bir varyasyon vardir.
Bir¢cok durumun /4/ ya da /e/ foneminin 6rnekleri olup olmadig1 heniiz belli degildir. Tablo

2’de tinlii envanteri i¢in aciklayici 6rnekler verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Unlii envanteri (parantez igindekiler IPA degerleridir; italik olanlar ise

degerleridir)

iinlii ornek

IPA imla anlam
[a] [far] sar ‘sehir’
[&] [el]] dal ‘el’
[ce] [Feel] gol ‘gol’
[e] [jel] vel ‘riizgar’
[0] [jol] yol ‘yol’
[1] [it] it ‘at’
[y] [yzyk] liziig ‘yiiziik’
[w] [ywz] giz ‘kiz’
[u] [yu/] gus ‘kus’

3.2.3. Fonolojik Siirecler

imladaki

Benzesme siiregleri bagimli bigim birimlerde yaygindir. Cogul —lar ‘¢§.” ve isimlestirici —/ix

‘.y.” bigimbirimler geniz seslerinden Once sirasityla —nar ve —nix bigcimbirimlerine benzer;

bkz. (6¢) ve bdliim 3.3.4. Otiimliilerde benzesme ¢ok yaygindir. Gegmis zaman eki énce gelen

kisima benzeyen —d(1) ya da —¢(I) 6tiimli ve 6tlimsiiz alt bigimbirimlere sahiptir; bkz. (17a-b).

Kelime sonundaki otlimsiiz iinslizler tinliilerden once Otiimliilesir; ornegin, usah ‘gocuk’

kelimesine kars1 usag-a ‘cocuk-yon.’; arih-sin (ince- 2. t.k.) ‘incesin’ kelimesine kars1 arig-im

(ince- 1. t.k.) ‘inceyim’.

Standart Tiirkgeden temelde iki noktada farklilasmasiyla birlikte iinlii uyumu, Urumcada da

vardir (bkz. Verhoeven 2011°deki deneysel kanit): (a) Tiirk¢ede iinlii uyumu ile belirlenen

bazi ekler Urumcadaki iinli uyumu i¢in goriilmez; (b) i- ekleri i¢in 6n {inlillesme uyumu

11



yuvarlak olmayan ekler icin gegerli degildir. Birinci farklilik 3. tekil kisi iyelik eki yoluyla
(3)’te orneklenmistir. 3. tekil kisi iyelik ekinin bu bi¢imi Tirk¢ede iinli uyumu ile

belirlenirken Urumcada bu her durumda —i bi¢gimindedir.
3) a. kokteki iinlii: 6n ve yuvarlak olmayan
it-i ‘it-3.tk.iye’, dv-i ‘ev-3.tk.iye’
b. kokteki iinlii: 6n ve yuvarlak
tiziig-i “yuziik- 3.tk.iye.’, gol-i ‘gol- 3.tk.iye.’
c. kokteki tinlii: art ve yuvarlak olmayan
giz-i ‘kiz- 3.tk.iye.’, at-i © at- 3.tk.iye.’
d. kokteki iinlii: art ve yuvarlak
donguz-i ‘domuz- 3.tk.iye.’, yol-i ‘yol- 3.tk.iye.’

Unlii uyumu tarafindan belirlenen ekler iki sinifa aittir (Tiirkgeye benzerdir, bkz. Goksel ve
Kerslake 2005: 21-25): A- ekleri ve I- ekleri. (4)’de gosterildigi gibi A- ekleri kokiin son

iinliisti ile 6n iinliisii olma durumuna uyar.
(4)  Unlii uyumu: 4- ekleri
a. kokteki tinlii: 6n
it-ldr ‘it-¢g.’, tiziig-lar ‘yiizik-¢g.’
b. kokteki tinlii: art

giz-lar ‘kiz-¢g.’, yol-lar ‘yol-¢g.’

Tiirkcede, /- ekleri kokiin son {inliisiindeki on iinliiliik ve yuvarlakliliga gore benzerler
(Goksel ve Kerslake 2005: 22). Urumca yuvarlak olmayan alt bicimbirimler 6n {inliiliikte
benzememesiyle farklilasir: orta {inlii z sesi hem art hem 6n yuvarlak olmayan kok tinliiler ile
goriliir (bkz. Veroeven 2011). Bu farklilik (5)’teki ilgi hali ekiyle gosterilmistir. Tiirkge ile

aralarinda bulunan kritik fark (5a)’daki ekin biciminde goriilebilir: Urumca it-in Tirkce it-
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in’e, Urumca dv-in Tirkce ev-in’e karsilik gelir. Farkli kok tnliiler agisindan /- ekinin

big¢imleri her iki dil i¢in Tablo 3’te listelenmistir.
(5)  Unlii Uyumu: /- eki
a. kok tinlii: 6n ve yuvarak olmayan
it-in ‘kopek-i.d.’, dv-in ‘ev-i.d.’, dl-in ‘el-i.d.’
b. kok tinlii: art ve yuvarlak olmayan
giz-in ‘kiz-i.d.’, at-in ‘at-i.d.”
c. kok tinlii: 6n ve yuvarlak
tiziig-tin ‘ylziik-i.d.’, gél-iin ‘gol-i.d.
d. kok tinlii: art ve yuvarlak
donguz-un ‘domuz-i.d.’, yol-un ‘yol-i.d.’

Tablo 3. Standart Tiirk¢eye karsi Urumcada /- eki

I- eki
kok tinli Urumca Standart
Tiirkce
—yuvarlak On i e/ |1 i

art 1, a 1

+yuvarlak on @, 6 |

art u, o u

3.3.  Sozciik Tiirleri ve Morfolojik Kategoriler
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3.3.1. Isimler

Ad kokenli morfoloji 3 kategori igerir: say1, iyelik ve hal. Bu ii¢ kategorinin tiimii, bitigken
ekler araciligiyla kodlanmistir ve bu bitisken ekler tam anlamiyla su 6rnekteki siraya gore

koke dahil olurlar: baba-lar-im-dan (baba-¢g-1.tk.iye-ayr.) ‘babamlardan.’

Say1 kategorisi 0n iinlii uyumu tarafindan belirlenen tinliiler vasitasiyla —/Ar ¢ogul ekini igerir;
(6a) ve (6b)’yi karsilastir. Eger kok sonunda disyuvasil nazal n varsa ¢ogul eki —nar bi¢cimine
benzer; bkz. (6¢). Cogul ekinin nazallagsmasi Tiirk¢enin Erzurum diyalektinde de goriiliir;
ornegin, on-nar ‘3-¢g.” (Standart Tiirk¢e onlar), gan-nar ‘kan-¢g.” (Standart Tiirkce kanlar)
(Gemalmaz 1978 [III]: 178; genel olarak Tiirk dilleri i¢in bkz. Johanson 1998: 34). Ancak, bu
stire¢ eski olusumlarla sinirlanmadig1 ve Ruscadan yeni 6diing alinanlara da uygulandig: i¢in

(6rn; Rusga slon’dan (Crown) slon-nar) Urumcada verimlidir.
(6) a. on tinlili kokler
gol-lar ‘gdl-¢g.’, it-ldr ‘it-¢g.’, dv-ldr ‘ev-¢g.’, tiziig-ldr ‘ylzik-¢g.’
b. art tinliili kokler
at-lar ‘at-¢g.’, giz-lar ‘kiz-¢g.’, yol-lar ‘yol-¢g.’, donguz-lar ‘domuz-¢g.’
C. nazallasma

on-nar ‘3.¢8.°, satan-nar ‘satan-¢g.’, slon-nar ‘fil-¢g.’, si¢can-nar ‘sican-¢g.’,

aslan-nar ‘aslan-¢g.’, maimun-nar ‘maymun-¢g.’; oglan-nar ‘oglan-¢g.’

Cogul ek, gercekte sayi-Gtesi olan ve edimsel ¢ikarim yoluyla tekil bir yorum kazanan
herhangi bir say1 eki olmayan kokiin kullanimina zitlik olusturur (eger ¢ogul génderim igin
hicbir ipucu baglamda mevcut degilse). Cogul ek, ¢ogul gondergeler ile gergeklestirilmek
zorunda degildir (bkz. derlem aragtirmalari i¢in Bittricher ve digerleri 2011; derlemleri igeren
calisma ve deneysel veriler i¢in Schiiler 2013). Ekin olusumunu belirleyen iki unsur vardir:
(a) baglamsal ozellikler; yani baglam yoluyla say1 gondergesinin ayirt edilebilirligi: eger
cogul gonderge baglamdan agik bir bicimde ¢ikarilabilirse ¢ogul ekin olmasi daha diistik
ihtimaldir; (b) gondergenin igsel Ozellikleri: son derece ayirt edilebilen gondergeler (Orn.
canlilar) icin sayilarin belirtilmis olmasi1 daha muhtemeldir. Sayilar ya da ¢ogul nicelikler
iceren ad Obekleri pargalarda ¢ogul ekli ya da cogul eksiz bir bicimde meydana gelir.

Baglamim disinda degerlendirildikleri zaman, konusurlar sayilarin ¢ogul kullanim
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reddederler; bkz. (7a). (Canlilar icin gegerliligi daha az olan ¢ogul kullanimlar gibi) canli ve
cansizlar arasindaki fark vasitasiyla birgac¢/cog/az gibi niceliklerle ¢ogul kullanimlar1 kabul
ederler. Bu goriis, tam zitt1 bir sekil sergileyen konusma iiretim verileri ile uyusmazlik
icindedir: yiiksek derecede bireysellesmis gondergelerde cogul ekin varligi daha olasidir;
ornegin, canlilar. Bireysellestirilmis dlcekte daha diisiik gondergelerde ise ¢ogul ekin varligi
daha az olasidir; 6rnegin, cansizlar (Schiiler 2013). Evrensel niceleyici dp ‘hep’ hepsinden
farkli bir davranig gosterir (bkz. daha fazla tartisma 3.3.5): cogul ek, dp ile gosterilen isimlerle
genellikle kullanilir ve konusurlar ekli ya da eksiz her iki bi¢imin tamamen gecerli oldugunu

bildirirler, bkz (7¢) (bkz. konusma iiretiminde nicel sonuglar i¢in Schiiler 2013).
(7) a. Say1

ug giz(*-lar) / av(*-ldr)

¢ kiz(-¢8.) ev (-¢8.)
“ic kiz/ev’

b. niceleyici
birgag¢/ ¢og/ az giz (?-lar) /av (-ldr)
birkag¢/ ¢cok/ az kiz(-lar) ev(-lér)
‘birkag/ ¢ok/ az kizlar/evler’

c. evrensel niceliyici

ap giz(-lar) / av(-ldr)
biitiin  kiz(-¢g.) ev(-¢cg.)
‘biitiin kizlar/evler’

Iyelik ekleri iyeye gdénderme yapan ¢apraz-génderim isaretleridir; bkz. (8a). Karmasik isim
obeklerinde bu ekler, bas 6ge lizerinde iye uyumu ve bagimli isim 6begi iizerinde ilgi durumu
yoluyla bagimlilik iligkisinin ¢ift morfolojik isaretlemesiyle sonu¢lanan bagimli isim 6begine
(ilgi durumuna) sahip esgonderimlerdir; bkz (8b). Iyelik ekleri Tablo 4’te listelenmistir. 1. ve
2. kisi unli ile baglayan —im/-in alt bi¢imbirimleri, iinsiizlerden sonra olusur, barmag-in

‘parmak-2.tk.iye.” Nazal sesle biten (n) 3. tekil kisi, tinliilerden 6nce olusur; 6rn. mama-Idr-
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in-i ‘meme-¢g.-3.iye-bel.’; hece baglangici (s) ise tinliilerden sonra goriiniir; 6rn. baba-sin-a
‘baba-3.tk.iye-yon.’. Urum dilinde sahiplik ekleri Tiirk¢edekine ¢ok benzemektedir: Urum
dilindeki tek farklilik 2. ¢ogul kisi —(7)z ekinde goriiliir; 6rn. baba-z-a ‘baba-2.¢g.iye-yon.’.

(8) a. iye uyumu
abd-m

biiyiikanne-1.tk.iye.

‘biiyiikannem’
b. karmagik isim dbeklerinde bagimliliklarin ¢ift isaretlemesi
baba-n-in av-i

baba-2.tk.iye.-i.d.  ev-3.tk.iye
‘babanin evi’ (lit. ‘senin babanin evi’)

Tablo 4. Sahiplik ekleri

sayl1 kisi Urumca Tirkge

tekil 1. -(Dm “(Dm
2. -(Dn -(Dn

3. -(s)I(n) -(s)I(n)

cogul 1. -(Dmlz -(Dmlz
2. -z -(Dnlz
3. -lArl(n) -[lAr]I(n)

Urum dili 7 hal kategorisine sahiptir: yalin, belirtme, ilgi, yonelme, bulunma, ayrilma ve
vasita hal ekleri. Hal ekleri bas 68eye eklenen isim Obeklerinin saginda bulunan 6beklerdir.

Yalin hal (6znelerin durumu) herhangi bir agik isaretlemeye sahip degildir; bkz. (9).

9 yalin hal
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biz-im halh gal-di kavkaz-a...
l.¢g.-i.d. halk gel-g.z. [3] Kafkasya-yon.
‘Bizim insanlarimiz Kafkasya’ya geldiler...’

Belirtme hali (nesnelerin durumu) iinlii uyumu kurallarindan etkilenmeyen —i eki ile yapilir;
bkz. (10a). Tiirkgede belirtisiz nesneler hal ekleriyle isaretlenmezler ve bunlar fiilden hemen
onceki yerlerde goriiliirler (bkz. Erguvanhi 1984; 44ff., En¢ 1991, Kural 1992). Benzer
ornekler, (10b)’de gosterildigi gibi Urumcada da goriiliir. Ancak, Urumcada eksiz nesneler,
Tiirk¢enin aksine, ciimlede herhangi bir yerde olusabilir (B6hm 2013); bkz (10c). Belirtme
hal ekinin kullanim1 isim 6beginin semantik dzelliklerine (biiylik olasilikla belirlilige) baglidir

(Bshm 2013).

(10) a. belirtme hal eki ile isaretlenmis nesne
baba-m av-i al-di
baba-1.tk.iye ev-bel. al-g.z.

‘babam evi aldr’

b. fiil dncesinde olusan eksiz nesne
kiigiik yapi-lar ed-ier-di-lar
kiigiik bina-¢g. yap-bitmemis-g.z.-3. ¢g.

‘kii¢lik binalar yapiyorlardr’

C. fiil 6ncesinde olusmayan eksiz nesneler
soram o stid-iin  i¢-n-a gat-er-ldr maya
sonra o siit-1.d. i¢-3.tk.iye-yon. kat-bitmemis-3.¢g. maya

‘sonra o siitiin icerisine maya katarlar’

—(m)in ‘i.d.” ilgi hal eki ad kokenli bas unsurlarin bagimlilarint belirginlestirir; bkz. (11a).
Yonelme ii¢ temel islevde olusur: (a) ¢ift gecisli fiilerin alicilartyla; bkz. (11b); (b) yonelme
tiimleglerini yoneten bazi fiillerle; bkz. (11c); (c) hareketin hedefleriyle, bkz. (11d); ayrica

(36)’da edatlarin ilgi ve yonelme tiimleglerine bakiniz.
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(In

®

ilgi hali

maria-nin  ogl-u-nin ad-in-i bul-er-im
Maria-i.d. ogul-3.tk.iye.- i.d. ad-3.tk.iye.-bel. bil-bitmemis-1.tk.
‘Marianin oglunun adini biliyorum’

yonelme hali: dolayli nesne

ver-di o kov-lir-da ad.

ver-g.z. [3] o kOy-¢g.-yon. isim.

‘koylere isim verdiler’

yonelme hali: fiil tiimleci

bahti on-a

bak-g.z. [3] 0-3.tk.yon.

yonelme hali: hareketin hedefi

gdl-di-lar bestas-a
gel-g.z.-3.¢8. Bestaseni-yon.
‘Bestas’a geldiler’

(11d)’deki yonelme durumunun mekansal kullaniminin 6tesinde, Urum dili sadece ii¢ tematik

hal ekine sahiptir: (a) duragan bir konumu ifade eden bulunma eki —d4 ‘bul.’, bkz. (12a); (b)

hareketin kaynagini ifade eden ayrilma eki —d4n ‘ayr.’, bkz. (12b), bu ayrica parga ifade

etmek i¢in de kullanilir, bkz. (12¢); bunun yani sira edatlarin ayrilma tiimlegleri i¢in bkz. (36);

(c) birliktelik (bkz. (12d)) ve vasitalar (bkz. (12e)) i¢in kullanilan —(1)nln/-(I)nAn vasita ekleri.

(12) a.

bulunma hal eki
biz-1m halh bas-tan  ya-ier-di turcia-da
1. ¢g.-1.d. halk bastan yasa-bitmemis-g.z.[3] Tirkiye-bul.

‘Tlkin bizim halkimiz Tiirkiye’de yasadilar’
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b. ayrilma hal eki (hareketin kaynagi)
sora bur-dan gurjii-ldar get-ti-lar
sonra bura-ayr. Gilircii-¢g. git-g.z.-3.¢g.

‘Sonra Girciiler buradan ayrildilar’

c. ayrilma hal eki (parca ifadesi)
bazi-si 0 usah-lar-dan agir-ier
bazi-3.tk.iye o cocuk-¢g.-ayr. hasta-bitmemis [3]

‘bu ¢ocuklarin bazilari hasta.’

d. vasita hal eki (vasita)
bicag-inan  emeg-i kes-ier-im
bigak-vas. ekmek-bel.  kes-bitmemis-1.tk.
‘ekmegi bigakla kesiyorum’

e. vasita hal eki (birliktelik)
baba-m-inan isl-ier-im
baba-1. tk.-vas. calig-bitmemis-1. tk.
‘babamla ¢alistyorum’

Kafkas Urumcasinin hal eklerinin bigimi Tiirk¢ede bu hal eklerinin karsiliklar1 olan eklere
cok benzemektedir. Temel farkliliklar ise sunlardir: Urum dilinde belirtme eki {inlii uyumuna
kars1 hassas degildir ve Urumcada vasita hal eki Tiirk¢cedeki —(1)An/(b)ile(n) ekine karsilik
gelen —(D)nin/-InAn ekidir (ayrica Azericede —(I)nAn olarak meydana gelir; bkz. Schonig
1998:252). Kirim Urumcasi ise i¢indelik durumu —¢e ve ¢ikis durumu —¢en / -¢inden gibi iki
yerel hal ekinin yani sira yonelme —d’4 ve vasita —len/-nen eklerinde baska farkliliklar

gosterir (Podolsky 1985).

3.3.2. Fiiller
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Urumca fiil kokiine eklenen ekler bakimindan zengin bir envantere sahiptir. (13)’te

gosterildigi gibi eksiz fiil kokii bigimleri emirlerde kullanilir.

al! ‘all’

(13)

®

b. e! ‘ye!’
C. sat!  ‘sat!’
d. get!  ‘gitl’
e. gall  ‘gell’

Edilgen c¢at1 —1/ ‘edl.” eki ile yapilir ve metinlerde nadiren goriiliir. Eger edilgen kilic1 varsa o
zaman bu vasita 6beginde gerceklestirilir; bkz. (14a). Baz1 Tiirk¢e koklerde goriildiigii gibi
dontslii ve istes eklerine dair hi¢bir kanit yoktur (bkz. Goksel&Kerslake 2005: 72).

(14) a. 0 tarla  ak-il-mig-1-di bdn-im  ogl-um-unan
0 tarla  ek-edl.-kanit.g.z.-bld.-g.z.  ben-i.d. ogul-1.tk.-vas.
‘o tarlay1 oglumla ekmistik’
b. 0 yol  ag-il-di
0 yol  ag-edl.-g.z.[3]
‘o yol agildr’

Tiirkgedeki kip ekleri Urum dilinde de goriilmektedir. Bunlar, olasilik bildiren ve (15a)’da
olumsuz ekten dnce gelen —y4 eki ‘ols.’; (15b)’deki gibi agér ‘eger’ baglaci ile genellikle
pekistirilen —sA4 ‘srt.” sart eki (ancak bu her zaman bdyle degildir; 6rnek parga i¢in (52)’ye
bkz.) ya da olasilik ya da yeterlilik bildiren —yAbll ‘ytr.” ekidir. Diger kip eki,—yA ‘ist.” istek
kipidir, 6rn. yasi-ya-h (yasa-ist.-1.¢g.) ‘yasayalim’ (-y4 olasilik bildiren ekten farki —y4’nin

daima olumsuzluk ekinden dnce gelmesidir).
(15) a bin  gdnd-im gid-d-m-ier-im
ben  kendi-1.tk.iye. git-ols.-olumsuz-bitmemis-1.tk.

‘ben kendim gidemeyebilirim’
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b. agdar bdn  on-i gor-sd-i-di-m
eger ben  o-3.tk.-bel.  gor-srt.-bld.-g.z.-1.tk.
bin  on-dan isti-acag-1-di-m picah
ben  o-ayr. iste-glc.-bil.-g.z-1.tk. bigak
‘eger onu gorseydim, ondan bigag: isteyecektim’

c. isli-yabiil-iir-tim tez-ddin
calig-ytr.-bitmemis-1.tk. yeni-ayr.
‘(sabahleyin) erkenden calisabilirim’.

Anlatilarda en yaygin zaman/goriiniis ekleri, bitmemislik goriinlis ve gegmis zaman ekleridir.
Bitmemislik eki (Tiirk¢e —iyor) -ier ya da —er olarak gerceklestirilir. Bu ¢esitlenme yaygindir
ve ayni fonolojik baglamlarda goriiliir. Baz1 konusurlar birine ya da diger alt bi¢gimbirime
yatkinlik gosterirler, ancak bir¢ok konusur her iki ¢esidi birbiriyle degistirilebilir bir bigimde

kullanir.

(16) al-ier/ al-er
al-bitmemis[3]
‘aliyor’

-d(l) ya da —¢(I) gegmis zaman eki kendinden Once gelen unsura benzer; bkz. (17a-b). Eger
onu takip eden ek bir Uinlii ile bagliyorsa iinlisii diistiriiliir; bkz. (17¢). Gegmis zaman eki
bitmemislik goriintis eki ile birlikte olusabilir; bkz. (17c-d). Kanitsal gegmis zaman, —mug

‘kanit.g.z.” eki ile ifade edilir, bkz. (17e).

(17) a. al-di-lar (al-g.z.-3.¢g.) ‘aldilar’
b. bah-ti-lar (bak-g.z.-3.¢g.) ‘baktilar’
C. ed-ier-d-1iz  (al-bitmemis-g.z.-2.¢g.) ‘aliyorlardr’
d. yags-ier-di-lar (yasa-bitmemis-g.z.-3.¢g.) ‘yastyorlardr’
e. gdl-muis-ti (gel-kanit.g.z.-g.z.[3]) ‘gelmigti’
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Tiirk¢ede belirtisiz zaman gosterimine sahip olan aoirst, Urumcada —/r ‘aor.’ eki ile gosterilir.
Tiirkgcede oldugu gibi aorist, gelecek zaman gonderimleri ile acgiklanabilir. Olumsuzluk

ekinden sonra, aorist —z ‘aor.” alt bi¢imbirimi ile yapilir, bkz. (18d).

(18) a. al-r (al-aor.[3]) ‘alir’
b. biil-tir-iih (bil-aor.-1.¢g.) ‘biliriz’
C. dustin-iir (diisiin-aor. [3]) ‘diistiniir’
d. dugsiin-ma-z-lar (diistin-olumsuz-aor.-3.¢g.) ‘diisiinmezler’

(19)°’da gosterildigi gibi gelecek zaman eki —A4jA(h) (Tirkce —AcAk) bigimindedir. Kisi
eklerinden Once son iinsiiz diisiiriilebilir; bkz. asagida (38b). Ge¢mis zaman bildirme ile

birlestiginde, gelecek zaman eki sartli ifadeler i¢in kullanilir; bkz. yukarida (15b).
(19)  kog¢-ajah-lar

go¢-gelecek z.-3.¢8.

‘gocecekler’

Olumsuzluk, fiilimsi olan ve fiilimsi olmayan yiiklemler arasindaki ayrim i¢in 6nemli bir
ozelliktir. Olumsuzluk, sadece fiiller s6z konusu oldugunda —m(E) ‘olumsuzluk’ ekiyle ifade

edilmektedir; bkz. (20a).

Fiilimsi yiiklemler ek getirilerek olumsuzlastirilirken, fiilimsi olmayan yiiklemler ise olumsuz
yiiklemin igine yerlestirilmistir: bu ya 6zellikler i¢in kullanilan —ddgi/ ‘olumsuz bld.” eki ile
(sifatla ilgili olan igin bkz. (20b) ve ozellik belirten isimle ilgili olan i¢in bkz. (20c)) ya da

bireyler i¢in kullanilan olumsuz varliksal yoh- ‘olumsuz vrl.” eki ile gosterilir; bkz. (20d).

(20) a. de-me-di biil-m-er-im
sOyle-olumsuz-g.z.[3] bil-olumsuz-bitmemis-1.tk.
‘soylemedi’ ‘bilmiyorum’

b. bu av dksi-ddgil
bu ev eski-olumsuz bld.
‘Bu ev eski degil.’
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C. antonis ugitel-ddgil

Antonis ogretmen-olumsuz bld.
‘Antonis 0gretmen degil.’
d. av-dd kimsd yoh-u-di

ev-bul. kimse Olumsuz vrl.-bld.-g.z.

‘evde kimse yoktu’

Kisi ekleri Tablo 5’te gosterilmistir. Birinci ve ikinci kiside, eklerin iki grubu farklilasir.
Birinci grup ekler (Grup I), simdiki zaman kokiinden (gil-sin ‘gel-2.tk.”), bitmemislik ekinden
(gid-ier-sin ‘git-bitmemis-2.tk.”), aoristen (bul-ur-sun ‘bul-aor.-2.tk.”) ve istek kipinden sonra
(yap-a-sin ‘yap-ist.-2.tk.’, gél-d-m-d-sin ‘gel-ols.-olumsuz-ist.-2.tk.”) goriliir. Eklerin ikinci
grubu (Grup II) ise gegmis zaman ekinden (gor-dii-n ‘gdr-g.z.-2.tk.”) ve sart kipi ekinden (get-
sd-n ‘git-srt.-2.tk.”) sonra goriiliir. Standart Tiirk¢e eklerinden belirgin sapma, bazi Anadolu
diyalektlerinde de goriilen (her iki grupta) 1. ¢ogul kisi -7/ ekidir (Brendemoen 1998: 240;
krs. Erzurum Yukar1 Karasu’da geldih, Coruh Boyun’da gelduh, Gemalmaz 1978[I]: 22).
Cogul ikinci kisi -sis/-siz (grup Il —z) eki de Standart Tiirkgeden ayrilmaktadir (-slnlz, -niz):
Karahan (1996), bu ekten Anadolu diyalektlerinin tipik 6zellikleri arasinda bahsetmistir. Ekin
inliisii, inlii uyumu tarafindan belirlenir: genel kuraldaki tek sapma iiglincli kisi gegmis
zaman ekinde goriliir (diger bir deyisle; gegmis zaman kisi eki tarafindan takip edilmedigi

zaman): bu durumda ek, kayitsiz bicim -di ‘g.z.” seklinde ortaya ¢ikar.

Tablo 5. Fiil kisi ekleri

Grup | Grup 11
on/diliz art/yuvarlak art/diiz on/yuvarlak
tekil 1 gid-ier-im bul-ur-um chal-di-m gor-dii-m
‘gidiyorum’ ‘bulurum’ “caldim’ ‘gordiim’
2 gid-ier-sin bul-ur-sun chal-di-n gor-dii-n
3 gid-ier bul-ur chal-di gor-di
cogul 1  gid-ier-ih bul-ur-uh chal-di-h gor-dii-h
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2 gid-ier-sis bul-ur-sus chal-di-z gor-dii-z

3 gid-ier-lir bul-ur-lar chal-di-lar gor-dii-lir

Urumca bitimsiz fiil bi¢cimleri bakimindan zengin bir envantere sahiptir. Cogu fiil (isz- ‘iste-*,
ol- ‘oI’ gibi) ya da duragan yiiklemler (lazim ‘lazim’ gibi) fiilin yalin halini yonetir; bkz.
(21a). Diger yiiklemler, yonelme ile isaretlenen isim fiili yonetir. Anlati pargalarinda, 6bek
fiille ilgili olan Ornekleri bulabiliriz; 6rn. toplamaya gurtaldi ‘toplamay1 bitirdi’, akmaya
basladilar ‘ekmeye basladilar’ ve (21b)’deki sifattan tiliretilmis azir-lan- gibi duragan
yiiklemler.

(21) a. fiilin yalin hali
ist-ier-im get-mah
iste-bitmemis-1.tk. git-mastar
‘gitmek istiyorum’

b. yonelme ile isaretlenen isim fiil

azir-lan-ier-im get-ma-y-a
hazir-baglangi¢-bitmemislik-1.tk.  git-mastar-@-yon.
‘gitmeye hazirlantyorum’

-AndA zarf-fiil eki Anadolu diyalektlerinin tipik 6zelligidir (bkz. Erzurum diyalekti tartismasi
ve arastirmasi icin Menz 2002: 203). Bu zarf-fiiller ice yerlestirilmis olaylar i¢in kullanilir ve
bu olaylar matriks yiliklemdeki olaylarla eszamanli bir bicimde gerceklesir; bkz.(22a). —Ip
zarf-fiili, (22b)’de gosterildigi gibi, anlatilarda ¢ogunlukla kullanilmaz (bu gézlem, Erzurum
diyalektleri i¢in daha 6nce yapilmistir; bkz. Menz 2002: 209; alintilandig1 kaynak Gemalmaz
1978 [1]: 376). Bu zarf-fiil, dilin ifade tarzina uygun olan baz1 birlesimlerde de goriiliir; 6rn.

gid-1p gél-ier-1 (git-z.f. gel-bitmemis-¢g.) ‘biz gidip geliriz’

(22) a. zarf-fiil —AndAn
petros yat-ier-di siz gdl-dnddn
‘Petros yat-bitmemis-g.z.[3] 2.¢g. gel-z.f.
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‘Petros siz geldiginizde yatiyordu’

b. -Ip zarf-fiil
cigard-ip go-ier-lir galib-a
cikar-z.f. koy-bitmemis-3.¢g. kalip-yon.
‘cikarip koyuyorlar kaliba’

Fiilden sifat yapan —(y)An ekli sifat fiillere, ad kokenli ¢cekim ekleri getirilir ve (23a)’daki gibi
ya niteleyici olarak ya da bas O6gesi olmayan ilgi climlesi olarak da kullanilabilir. Aym
zamanda, sifat fiiller, edatla kullanildiginda zarf 6geleri bi¢iminde yorumlanirlar; 6rn. gdl-dn-
d acget ‘gel-s.y.-yon. kadar) ‘gelene kadar’. —dlg ekine sahip sifat fiiller hem niteliyici
islevlerde hem zarf fiil islevlerinde meydana gelir. Bunlar ayni zamanda edatlarca da
yonetilebilir; 6. trasa-y-a ¢ih-tih-taan soram (yol-@Q-yon. ¢ik-s.f.-ayr. sonra) ‘yola ¢iktiktan

sonra’.

(23) a. -yAn sifat fiil
kov-ldr-dd  yas-yan-lar-da yayal-lar ap get-ti
koy-¢g.-bul.  yasa-s.y.-¢g.-bgly.  geng-¢g. hepsi git-g.z. [3]

‘Ve kdylerde yasayan geng insanlarin hepsi gitti.’

b. -dIg sifat eki
Siz gal-dig-i kimin petros yvat-ayah
siz gel-s.f.-3.tk. -er -mez Petros yat-gelecek z.[3]

‘Siz gelir gelmez Petros yatacak.’
3.3.3 Zamirler

Kisi zamirleri kisi, say1 ve durum igin ¢gekimlenen isim 6bekleridir. Kisi zamirlerinin bigimleri
sik sik isim kokenli paradigmadan ¢ekim sapmalar1 sergiler; bu sebeple biitiin bigimler Tablo
6’da listelenmistir. Bu Tabloda goriildiigli gibi, kisi zamirleri sapmalar1 isim bigimleri ile
neredeyse Ozdestir. Erzurum diyalekti i¢in bildirilen bahan, baan, baa gibi daha Once

goriilmemis yonelme bicimleri (bakiniz Menz 2002 aktaran Karahan 1996) Urumcada
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bulunmamaktadir. Hal ekleri, 2. kisi ilgi durumu (tekil bdn-im; ¢ogul biz-im) harig, sifat
eklerle dzdestir (Bakiiz Boliim 3. 3. 1). Isim yaninda kullanilan bu ekler, benzestirmeyen
nazalli altbigimbirimi sergiler (Standart Tiirkcede de mevcut olan bir olgu: benim, bizim).
Kendiliginden olusturulmus parcgalarda, ¢cogul pekistirmenin bazi (nadir) 6rnekleri bulunur,

ornegin; biz-lir ‘1. ¢G..-CG.’, biz-ldr-d ‘1.¢G.-CG.-YON.’.

Tablo 1. Kisi Zamirleri

tekil cogul

1 2 3 1 2 3
yalin durum bdn sdn 0 biz Siz on-nar
belirtme bdn-i sdn-i on-i biz-i Siz-i on-i
durumu
yonelme bdn-d sdn-d on-a biz-d Siz-d on-nar-a
durumu
ilgi durumu  bdn-im sdn-n on-un biz-im Siz-1n on-nar-in
bulunma bdn-dd sdan-dd on-da biz-dd siz-dd  on-nar-da
durumu
ayrilma bdn-ddn sdn-ddn on-dan biz-din siz-ddn  on-nar-dan
durumu
vasita bdn-ndn sdan-ndn on-nan biz-indn Siz-tndn on-nar-inan
durumu

Soru zamirleri, hem insan hem insan olmayan canlilar i¢in kim ‘kim’ zamirini (24a) ve
cansizlar i¢in nd ‘ne’ zamirini kapsar; bakiniz (24c). Bu zamirler hal ekleriyle birlesirler;
bakiniz (24b). Zarf fiil bilesenleriyle ilgili sorular nerdd ‘nerede, niya ‘neden’, ndsil ‘nasil,
ndvddd ‘ne zaman’ soru zarflari ile ifade edilir. Soru sozciigii, (24a-b, d)’de gosterildigi gibi,

genelde ytiklemin sol tarafinda bulunur fakat sapmalar miimkiindiir (24c¢).

(1) a. kim-dwr ucitel?
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kim-BLD. 6gretmen
‘Ogretmen kimdir?’

b. kim-inan-dir baba-n?
kim-VAS.-BLD. baba-2.TK.IYE
‘baban kiminledir?’

C. nd o sdn-ddn ista-di?
ne 3.TK. 2.TK-AYR. iste-G.Z.[3]
‘o senden ne istedi?’

d. ndsil gid-en kov-d?
nasil git-2.TK. koy-YON.
‘Kdye nasil gidersin?’

Soru zamirleri ayrica ige yerlesik sorularda da goriiniir; bakiniz (25a). Ice yerlesik sorularda,
soru zamiri (6rnegin Ingilizce ya da Almanca gibi ¢cogu Avrupa dillerinde oldugu gibi)
timleyici konuma degil (s6zdizimsel islevine bagl olarak; bakiniz (25a-b)) tartisma
konumuna sahiptir. Bu durum, (25b-c)’de oldugu gibi, tiimleyici ile birlikte olusabilecegi
olgusuyla da desteklenebilir. (25d)’de de Orneklendigi lizere bu zamirlerin ayni zamanda
belirsiz zamirler olarak da kullanilabilecegine dikkat edilmelidir. Bu, soru Ogelerinin ne

sOzciik sirasi ile ne de zamir bicimi ile yazildigini gosterir.

(2) a. 0Ozne soru zamirleriyle olusturulan ige yerlesik climle
biil-m-ier-im kim  gdl-ier
bil-OLUMSUZ-BITMEMIS-1.TK. kim  gel-BITMEMIS[3]

‘kimin geldigini bilmiyorum.’
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b. nesne soru zamiri ile olusturulan ige yerlesik tiimleg climle

biil-m-ier-im ki petros nd sdt-er
bil-OLUMSUZ-BITMEMIS-1.TK. TUML. Petros ne sat-BITMEMIS[3]
‘Bilmiyorum ki Petros ne satiyor.’

c. ige yerlesik soru
biil-ier ki kim  gdl-m-ier?

bil-BITMEMIS [3]

‘biliyor mu ki kim gelmiyor?

d. kimi-si get-ti
kim-iYE.3.TK. git-G.z.[3]
kimi-si get-ti
kim-iYE.3.TK. git-G.Z. [3]

TUML. kim gel-OLUMSUZ-BITMEMIS[3]

ruset-a,
Rusya-YON.
gretsia-y-a.

Yunanistan-&J-YON.

‘kimisi Rusya’ya gitti, kimisi Yunanistan’a.’

flgi ciimlesi, ilgi ciimlecigindeki islevlerine gdre hal eki ile isaretlenen ilgi zamiri ang: ‘i.z.”

tarafindan olusturulur: (26a) ve (26b-c)’yi karsilastirin. Soru zamirleri, (26d)’de 6rneklendigi

gibi ilgi zamirlerini ortaya ¢ikarmak icin de kullaniliyor olabilir. Tiimleyici Ai ‘tiiml.” birgok

durumda ilgi zamirini takip eder; bakiniz (26a, c).

3) a. ilgi zamiri: 6zne

arif  angi-si ki
adam [.Z.-IYE.3.TK. TUML.
‘Giden adam sarhostu.’

b. ilgi zamiri: vasita 6begi

ver-in  bdn-d bicag-i

ver-2.TK. 1.TK-YON. bi¢ak-BEL.

angi-si-indn

[.Z.-3.TK.IYE-VAS.

get-ti kefli-i-di

git-G.z.[3]  sarhos-BLD.-G.Z.

kds-ier-sis at
kes-BITMEMIS-2.CG. et
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‘Bana eti kestigin bigagi ver.’

c. ilgi zamiri: iyelik 6begi

adam, angi-sin-in ki
adam, i.z.-3.TK.IYE.-1.D. ki
Cth-ti.

¢1k-G.z. [3]

it-in-i old-tir-d-um,

kopek-3.TK.IYE-BEL. Ol-BITMEMIS-G.Z.-1.TK.

‘Kopegini oldiirdiigiim adam disar1 ¢ikt1.’

d. ilgi zamiri: iyelik 6begi

adam, kim-in it-in-i

old-tir-d-um, Cth-ti.

adam, kim-1.D.  kopek-3.TK.IYE-BEL. OI-BITMEMIS-G.Z.-1.TK. ¢1k-G.Z.[3]

‘Kopegini oldiirdiigim adam disar1 ¢ikti.’

3. 3. 4. Sifatlar ve Zarflar

Sifat ve zarf kokleri arasinda sozliiksel olarak belirlenmis hi¢bir ayrim yoktur; drnegin, ayni

sozliiksel unsurlar, ya isimlerin nitelikleri olarak ya da fiilleri tamamlayic1 zarflar olarak

kullanilabilir. Bu durumlarin 6rnekleri, (27a-b)’de niceliyici cog ile verilmistir.

4) a. sifat niteleyici
cog giz
¢ok kiz
‘¢cok kiz’
b. zarf niteliyici
0 gus  cog  uc-abul-iir
0 kus ¢ok  ug-YTR.-AOR[3]

‘Bu kus c¢ok ugabilir.’
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Zarflar ve sifatlar ayn1 zamanda yiiklemler olarak da kullanilabilir - ki boyle bir durumda
Tablo 5’de fiiller i¢in gosterilen kisi ekleri ile birlesirler; bkz. (28b). Fakat zarflar ve sifatlar,
zaman/gorliniis/kip  ekleriyle  birlesmediklerinde ve  bildirme —dIr  ‘bld.” ile
kullanilabildiklerinde (bkz. (28c¢)) fiillere ters diiserler. Bu bildirme eki yalnizca sifatlar i¢in

kullanilmaz ama herhangi bir fiil olmayan yiiklem tiirii (6rnegin, zarflar ve isimler) ile olusur.

5) a. bu av dksi.
bu ev eski
‘Bu ev eski.’
b. bin  gissa-im.

1.TK . kisa-1.TK.
‘Ben kisayim.’

c. bu av dksi-dir.
bu ev eski-BLD.
‘Bu ev eskidir.’

Gegmis zaman gonderimi ile birlikte fiil-olmayan yiiklemler, bildirme eki —/’dan ‘bld.” sonra
gelen gegmis zaman eki ile birlesir. Bunlar, farkli tiirden fiil-olmayan yiiklemlerle olusan
bildirmedir: (a) sifatlar, (29a); (b) zarflar, (29b); (c) sifatlar gibi davranan durum yiiklemleri,
ornegin, iyelik yapilarinda kullanilan varliksallar, var ‘VRL.” ve yoh ‘OLUMSUZ VRL.’
seklindedir, (29c). Kosullu —s4 ve kanitsal -m/s gibi bazi fiil ekleri, bildirme ile birlesebilir.

Buradan bu eklerin kok kategorisini degistirdigi sdylenebilir.
(6) a. 0 agac uzun-u-di
0 agac uzun-BLD.-G.Z.
‘O agag uzundu.’
b. nerdd-y-di Petro dunagin?
nerede-BLD.-G.Z. Petro diin
‘Petro diin neredeydi?’
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c. bdn-im bir-zaman var-1-di at-im
1.TK.-1.D. bir-zaman vrl.-BLD.-G.Z. at-1.TK.
‘Bir zamanlar bir ata sahiptim.” (lit. bir zamanlar benim bir atim vardi)

Sifat koklere ek getirilerek fiillerin elde edilmesi, kok diizeyinde fiilimsi ve fiilimsi-olmayan
yiiklemler arasindaki karsitligi destekler. Bu durum (30b)’de 6rneklendirilmistir. Elde edilen

kok bir fiildir ve zaman/goriiniis/kip fiil ¢ekim ekleri ile birlesebilir.
(7 a. alma  gwrmizi-dir.
elma kirmizi-BLD.
‘Elma kirmizidir.’
b. bibdir girmiz-lan-ier / girmiz-lan-ajah
biber kirmizi-BASLANGIC-BITMEMIS[3]  kirmizi-BASLANGIC-GELECEK Z.[3]
‘biber kirmizilastyor/kirmizilasacak.’

Niteliyici olarak, sifatlar bas 6geden Once gelir; bakiniz (31a). Durum ve say1 Obektir;
ornegin; sifatta ¢gekim kategorilerinin uyum-benzeri ornekleri yoktur. Ad kokenli bas 6genin
yoklugunda, isim Obegi ekleri (sayi, durum, sahiplik) sifata eklenebilir, bakiniz (31b).
Sifatlardan isim tiireten ekler vardir; 6rnegin isimler ve sifatlar/zarflar arasindaki zithigin da
bir kanit: olarak gosterilebilecek isimlestirici [Ih/nlh “iSIML.’. Isimlestiriciye &rnekler; sijah-lih

(sicak-iSIML.) ‘ates’, catin-nih (zor-iSIML.) ‘zorluk’.

(8) a. isimden Once gelen sifatlar
vol-da gor-di birtind Clictik giizdl giz-i
yol-BUL. gor-G.z.[3]  bir kiigiik giizel kiz-BEL.

“Yolda kiiciik giizel bir kiz gordii.
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b. Ad kdkenli bas 6gesiz isim 6begi

goja-lar-a ver-di pensiya...
yasli-CG.-YON. ver-G.Z.[3] emeklilik maasi
“Yaslilara emeklilik maagi verdiler...’

Hi¢ morfolojik (karsilastirmali ya da en {stiinliikk) derece ifadesi yoktur. Karsilagtirmali
yapilar, zarf daha ‘daha’ ve ayrilma obegindeki ya da bir 6bekteki karsilastirmanin ikinci
terimi olan Rusga baglag cem ‘gore’ ile olusturulur, bakiniz (32a-b). En istiinliik yapilar1 da
aymi sekilde olusturulur, bakimiz (32c): karsilastirmanin ikinci terimi agik bir sekilde

gondergelerin toplamina isaret eder. Esitlik yapilari, edat kimin ‘kadar’ ile olusturulur, bakiniz

(32d).

9) a. Ayrilma 6begi ile yapilan karsilagtirmali yap:
0 bén-ddn uzun-dur.
3.TK. 1.TK.-AYR. uzun-BLD.
‘(S)he is taller than me.’
b. 6diing baglayicilarla yapilan karsilastirmali yapi
kirpi¢ duvar-i daha pdrk-tir, cem  gav-in duvar-i
tugla duvar-3.TK. iYE. daha sert-BLD. gore kerpi¢-1.D. duvar-3.TK.IYE
‘Tugla duvar kerpi¢ duvara gore daha serttir.’
c. En stlinliik yapist
bdn dp-sin-dan Clictig-im.
1.TK. hep-3.TK.IYE.-AYR. kiictik-1.TK.

‘Ben en kii¢ligiiytim.’
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d. Esitlik yapis1
0 siz-in ogl-uz-kimin uzun-dur.
3.TK. 2.¢G.-1.D. ogul-2.¢G.-kadar uzun-BLD
‘O sizin oglunuz kadar uzundur.’

3. 3. 5. Belirleyiciler ve Niteleyiciler

Urum dilinde belirli tanimlik yoktur. Yalin isim climleleri belirli ya da genelleyici
gonderimlere sahiptir. Iki isaret zamiri bulunur: (a) yakin isaret zamiri bu ‘bu’; 6rnegin, bu
gus ‘bu kus’, ve (b) belirleyici olarak kullaniminda ‘o’ olarak yorumlanan 3. kisi zamiri;,
ornegin; o gus ‘o kus’. Say1 bir ‘bir’, belirsiz tanimlayici olarak kullanilabilir; 6rnegin; bir gus

‘bir kus’.

Niteliyiciler dr ‘her’, birgac ‘birkag, cog, ‘cok’, az ‘az’ gibi 6geleri kapsar. Bunun i¢in
(7)’deki orneklere ve sayilara bakiniz. Evrensel niteliyici dp ‘hepsi’, isim 6beginin solundaki
konumunda farklilastig1 gibi cogul eklerinin unsurlarindan da (Bakiniz (7)) farklilagir. Ayrica,
bu niteliyici isim Obeklerinin sentaksindaki kendi belirli durumuna da kanit olarak

gosterilebilecek odak konumda (fiilden hemen 6nce) gerceklesir (bkz. 33).
(10)  bun-nar-i dap kdis-ier-ix

bu-CG.-BEL. hepsi kes-BiTMEMIS-1.CG.

‘Bunlarin hepsini kesiyoruz.’

[sim &begindeki bu unsurlarin diizeni (34)’te gosterilmistir. Evrensel niceleyici (E),
belirleyiciyi (B) onceler. Belirleyici ise Sifatlar (S) ve Isimler (I) tarafindan takip edilen
Niteliyicileri/sayilar1 (N) énceler. Ilging bir sekilde, Tiikgede tercih edilen bir secenek olan

belirleyiciden 6nce sifat1 getirme ihtimali Urum dilinde o kadar ‘dogal degildir’; bakiniz (35).
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(11)

b.

gor-dii-m

GoOr-G.z.-1.TK.

gor-dii-m
gor-G.Z.-1.TK.
gor-dii-m

gor-G.Z.-1.TK.

(12) a. *gér-d-iim

Tablo 7°de gosterildigi gibi, say1 diizenlemesi Tiirk¢eyle benzer kaliplari izler.

E

ap

hepsi

ap

hepsi

bayaz bir

gor-G.Z.-1.TK. beyaz bir

b. gor-dii-m

gor-G.Z.-1.TK.

bir

bir

‘Beyaz bir tavuk goérdiim.’

B N
bu
bu
ti¢
ug
tayug-i.
tavuk-BEL.

bayaz tayug-i

bayaz tayuh-lar-i

beyaz tavuk-CG.-BEL.

bayaz tayug-i

beyaz tavuk-BEL.

bayaz tayug-i

beyaz tavuk-BEL.

beyaz tavuk-BEL.

Tablo 2. Sayilar

O 00 3 O U K~ W N —

bir

iki

lic
dort
bes
alti
eddi
Sdkkiz

dokkuz

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

on
igirmi
oftuz
girh
alli
altmis
etmis
sdksdn

dohsan

11
12
13
14
15
100
200
1000
2000

on bir
on iki
on uc¢
on dort
on bes
yuz

iki yuz
bin

iki bin
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3. 3. 6. Edatlar

Edatlar, edat tiimleglerinin hal isaretlerine bagl, farkli alt siniflarina gore ayrilirlar. Bazi
edatlar (6rnegin; ic- ‘i¢-’, yan- ‘yan-’, cth- ‘dig-’, iist- “Ust-’, dib- ‘dip-’, og- ‘On-’, geri- ‘geri-
)® ilgi isimleridir ve isim gibi ¢ekimlenirler: bunlar hem kisi ekleri hem de hal ekleriyle
uyumludur; (36a). ¢ Edat tiimlegleri ilgi durumlariyla belirginlestirilir. Baz1 edatlar (6rnegin,
ociiri/otturi ‘i¢in’) yonelme tiimlecini yonetir; (36b). Zarflar, (36c)’de yer zarflariyla
gosterildigi gibi (genelde ayrilma eki ile birlikte olusan diger zarf ise sora ‘sonra’dir) ayrilma

obegi ile nitelenir.

(13) a. Ilgi tiimleci
kastriilka-nin i¢-in-da
tencere-i.D. 1¢-3.TK.IYE-BUL.
‘tencerenin i¢inde’

b. Yonelme tiimleci

san-a OCliri
2.TK.-YON. icin
‘senin i¢in’

c. Ayrilma zarfi

stol-dan uzah-tir
masa-AYR.  uzak-bld.
‘masadan uzak’.

3. 3. 7. Baglaglar

Tiirk¢ede climle yerlestirme temel olarak zarf fiillerin gesitli tiirleri kullanilarak ifade edilir

(Urum oOrnekleri i¢in bkz. 22). Cesitli Slav dili ¢evresinde konusulan Tiirk dillerinin

3 Yan bolgeler i¢in sdylenen ‘sag’ ve ‘sol’ karmasik ifadelerle dile getirilirler; drnegin, e.g., pisik stol-
un sol/sag tardf-in-dd-dir (kedi masa-I.D. sol/sag taraf-3.1YE.-BUL.-BLD.) ‘kedi masanin sol/sag
tarafindadir.’

® Urum anlatilarinda birkag kez karsilastigimiz belirli bir edat, birlesik bir sozciik olan dort-bir-yan
‘dort bir yandan’’dir.
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karakteristik ozelligi, climleyi Onceleyen ve bitimli fiileri yoneten tiimleyicilerin yaygin
kullanimidir (Menz 2001°de Gagauz verilerine bakiniz). Tiirk¢enin Anadolu diyalektlerinin
karakteristik ozelligi ise ki’nin yaygin kullanimidir (Menz 2002: 207 Gemalmaz 1978
atfen). Tiimleyici ki (37a)’da oldugu gibi bagimli ciimlenin basinda ya da ciimlenin i¢inde
olusabilir. Genelde diger tiimleyicilere destek olarak kullanilir; 6rnegin; ndsil ki ‘nasil ki’,
onucun ki ‘onun icin ki’, ndvdih ki ‘ne zaman ki’, vb. (onun i¢in ki tiirlinden karmasik
baglaglar buna karsilik gelen Rusca baglag pofomu sto ‘onun i¢in ki’ yapisin1 kopya ederler;
aciklamasi i¢in bakiniz Johanson 1993); ayni zamanda sorularda ki’nin kullanimi ig¢in
yukarida (25b-c)’ye bakiniz. Baglaglarin bir grubu, zarflarla yapilan bagimli climlelerin ¢esitli
tiirlerini gostermek i¢in kullanilir; bakiniz (37b). Zaman cilimleleri, ndvdde ‘ne zaman’,
ndvdi(h) ‘ne zaman’, ald ‘e kadar, kimin ‘kadar’, ndsi/ ‘nasil’ baglaclariyla; climle
bagimlilastirilmasi oniiciin ‘onun i¢in’ (< on-un ic¢in ‘3-1.D i¢in’)’ baglaciyla; sart ciimleleri

agdr ‘eger’ baglaciyla gosterilir.

(14)  a. tiimleg climlesi

diistin-er-im ki 0 anton-nan get-ti.
diislin-BITMEMIS-1.TK. TUML. 3.TK. Anton-VAS. git-G.Z.[3]
‘Diislinliyorum ki o Antonis’lerle gitti.’

b. zarf ile olusturulan bagimli ciimleler

petros yat-ier-di navddd Siz gdl-d-1z

Petros yat-BITMEMIS-G.Z.[3] ne zaman 2.CG. gel-G.z.-2.¢G.

‘Siz geldiginizde Petros yatiyordu.’

Siralama baglaglari, klitik =d4 ‘BAGL.’ ve baglag ama ‘ama’’dir; bakiniz (38a-b). Rusca
odiinclemeler olan i ‘ve’ ve ili ‘ama’ konusma dilinde genellikle kullanilir; bakiniz (38c).
Baglayici klitik = d4 ‘BAGL.” son baglacin ilk fonolojik kelimesini klitiklestirir; bakiniz (38a,
¢). Siralama baglact olarak meydana gelir ama ayn1 zamanda ciimle-aras1 baglayici olarak da

olusur.
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(15) a. siralama islevi olan baglaglar

petros dk-djdih bibdr, bdn=dd dk-dja-m.

petros ek-GELECEK Z.[3] biber, 1.TK.=ve ek-GELECEK Z.-1.TK.
‘Petros biber ekecek ve ben de ekecegim.’

b. ayristirict siralamalar

petros ak-m-er, ama bdn  ak-dja-m.

Petros ek-OLUMSUZ-BITMEMIS [3] ama 1.TK. ek-GELECEK Z.-1.TK.
‘Petros ekmiyor ama ben ekecegim.’

c. 6diing olmayan ve 6diing olan baglaclar

gretsia-da=da krizis i sag  evropa-da=da.
Greece-BUL.=BAGL. kriz  ve biitiin Avrupa-BUL.=BAGL.
‘Biitiin Avrupa’da oldugu gibi Yunanistan’da da kriz var.’

3. 3. 8. Edatlar

‘Evet’ ve ‘hayir’ ciimle edatlari, hd (Tiirk¢e’de, Gilircii dilinden 6diing alinan ‘evet’e karsilik

gelir) ve yoh’tur (Standart Tiirkge’de ‘hayir’).
(16) a. 0 av tdzd-dir?
3.TK. ev yeni-BLD.
‘o ev yeni mi?’
b. hd,  tdzd-dwr.
evet  yeni-BLD.
‘Evet, yenidir.’
c. yoh,  tdzd-ddgil.

hayir, yeni-OLUMSUZ.BLD.
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‘Hayir, yeni degildir.’

Vurguluyla gergeklestirilen sorular, soru edati olmadan olusturulur, 6rnegin; (36a-b)’deki
ifadeler ve sorular arasindaki karsitliklar tonlamaya dayanirlar. Urum dilinde bilinmeyen ama
Tiirkgede buna karsilik gelen ifade, soru edati igerir; 6rnegin; o Tsalka’da mi? (3.TK. Tsalka-

BULUNMA SORU)

(17)a. o Tsalka-da-dir.
3.TK. Tsalka-BUL.-BLD.
‘O Tsalkada’dir.’

b. 0 Tsalka-da-dir?
3.TK. Tsalka-BUL.-BLD.

‘O Tsalkada’da m1?

3.4. Soz Varhg

Urum dili ¢cok-etnikli ve ¢ok-dilli topluluklarda konusulur ve bu durum ilgili bir¢ok dilden sik
bir¢ok konusur devletin resmi dili olan Giircii dilinde de yetkindirler. Toplulugun homoetnik
olarak algilanan Giircistan’daki Pontus Rum niifusu ile gii¢lii temaslar1 vardir. Buna ek
olarak, Tsalka bolgesinde Ermeni niifusu da vardir ve etnik Yunanlilarin Anadoludaki
Ermenilerle onceden temas ettigi belgelenmistir. Bu temaslar dilsel etkilerde bir ¢okluga
isaret etmesine ragmen, Urum dilinin s6z varlig1 kaynaklari {izerinde yapilan ampirik ¢alisma,
(6diincleme ve kod-degistirmeler arasinda bir ayrim yapmaksizin) yabanci unsurlarin temel
kaynaklarini ortaya c¢ikarmistir (Ries ve digerleri 2013). Calisma toplamda 2550 sozliiksel
bicim incelemistir. Yunanca kokenli kelimeler (7 kelime; incelenen s6z varliginda 0,3 %) din
alani ile sinirlidir (B6liim 2.2°de bazi 6rneklere bakiniz). Giirciice kelimeler (14 kelime; sz
varliginin 0,5 %) sadece ‘yeme/igme’ gibi kiiltlire 6zgii baz1 alanlarda mevcuttur. Ermenice
kokenli kelimelerde bu sayr daha azdir (6 kelime; 0,2 %). Spontane bir bi¢cimde olusan
konugsmaya da yansiyan odiing kelimelerin g¢ogunlugu ise (514; 20,2 %) Rusca’dan
gelmektedir; bunun i¢in Bolim 4’teki aciklayici metine bakiniz. Sekil 2, WOLD projesinin

envanterini temel alarak, semantik alanlarda simiflandirilan 6diing kelimelerin oranlarini
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gostermektedir (Haspelmath ve Tadmor 2009). Akrabaliga ait kavramlari; zaman, algt ve
nicelik ifadelerini; viicudun boliimlerine ait terimleri ve mekansal iliskilerin ifadelerini igeren
seklin sol tarafinda bulunan semantik alanlar, diller aras1 muhafazakar alan olarak bilinir. Bu
alanlarda bulunan Urumca kelimenin ¢ogu Tiirk¢e kokenlidir. Bu durum Tiirk¢e’nin alt
katman dili oldugu goriisiinii desteklemektedir. Seklin sag tarafindaki alanlar, Ornegin;
modern diinyaya, savas/avciliga, hukuka, eve, giysiye, tarima vd. dair kavramlar kiiltiire-6zgii
olan semantik alanlar1 temsil eder ve bu alan dil etkilesimine agiktir. Bu alanlarda, Urum
insanlarinin iletisim durumlarinda tist katman dil olarak rol oynayan Ruscanin giiclii etkisini

gozlemliyoruz.

Sekil 2. Semantik alana gore olusturulmus sozliiksel kokene ait oranlar

100%

O Tiirkce
B Rusca

50% +
I B Diger

0%

Akrabalik
Zaman
Duyum
Nicelik
Viicut
Mekansal.
Miilkiyet
Hareket
Faaliyetler/tek.
Duygular
Yiyecek/igecek
Fiziksel diinya
Konusma
Bilissellik
Din/inang
Hayvanlar
Toplum/Siyaset
Tarim
Giyim
Ev
Hukuk
Savag/avcilik
Modern diinya

3.5. Giincel Gelismeler

Insanlar asil yerlesim alanlarini terk ettigi icin dilin kullanimi azalmaktadir. Coklu-etnik
cevrelere go¢ durumlarinda sik sik gozlendigi gibi, Urum dilinin kullanim, aile i¢indeki iligki
ile smrilidir; bilhassa ailenin yash iiyeleriyle kisitlanmistir. Ocak 2013’de yiiriitiilen dil
secimi ile ilgili olan sosyo-linguistik bir calisma dil kullanimindaki gelismelerde ¢ok énemli
role sahip iki kritik faktorii, yani yas ve sosyal mesafeyi incelemistir (Ries and Skopeteas
2013). Kendi c¢evrelerindeki birkag kisi ile birlikte Urum dilinin kullanim sikligini

degerlendirmeleri i¢in ana dil konusuru olan 16 kisiye sorular sorulmustur. Bu goriismelerde
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kullanilan sorularin genel bir bigimi vardi: “X ile ne siklikla Urum dilini konusuyorsunuz?’;
I’den 7’ye kadar olan oOlgegi kullanarak dil se¢iminin siklifin1 degerlendirmeleri yoniinde
konusurlara taliamat verilmistir (1=hi¢bir zaman; 7=her zaman). Sorular dort tip bireyi (X)
kapsamaktadir: Biiyiikbabalar ve biiyiikanneler; bunlarin kendi ¢ocuklari; yash komsular; bu
yaslt komsgularin ¢ocuklari. Bu dort tip birey iki unsuru paylasmaktadir: sosyal mesafe (yakin
vs. uzak) ve yas (yash vs. gencg). Konusurlarin yaptigr degerlendirmelerin ortalamalar1 Sekil

3’te gosterilmistir.
Sekil 3. Dil kullanimu ile ilgili konusurlarin degerlendirmeleri

(16 konusurun yaptig1 degerlendirmeler, Ocak 2013’de Tiflis’te toplanmistir)

—O—Yakin
—&— Uzak

Algilanan dil kullanimi

Yasl Geng

Sekil 3’teki sonuglar, konusurlarin degerlendirmelerini yansitmaktadir. Buna gore bu kisiler
yaslt insanlarla (yatay diizlem) yogun bir sekilde ve aile iiyeleri ile de daha yogun bir sekilde
(“yakin”) dillerini kullanmaktadir. Iki unsur kumiilatif olarak birlesmistir; 6rnegin; bunlar ek
olarak etki yapmaktadir. Sonug olarak, sekil gostermektedir ki dil kullanimi kisitli sosyal
alanlarla sinirlanmistir. Buna gore, nesiller-arast aktarim tehlike altina girmistir ¢linkii

konusurlar kendi ¢cocuklartyla olan iletisimlerinde bu dili kullanmaktan vazge¢mektedirler.

4. Ornek Metin

Atalarinin hikayeleri, Violeta Moisii tarafindan Aralik 2010°’da kaydedilmis ve yaziya
gecirilmistir (metin koleksiyonu icin bakimz Skopeteas ve Moisidi 2010). Ugiincii satr,
Emrah Turan (Bielefeld Universitesi) tarafindan yapilan kelime kelime Tiirk¢e geviriyi

kapsamaktadir.
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(18)

(19)

(20)

21

biz-im halh  gdl-di kavkaz-a vasemnadsati vektya.
1.¢G.- L.D. people come-G.Z.[3] Caucasus-YON. eighteenth century
bizim halk  geldi Kaftkasya’ya onsekizinci yiizyilda
‘Our people came to the Caucasus in the eighteenth century.’

“Bizim halkimiz on sekizinci yiizyilda Katkasya’ya geldi.”

gdl-d-1h, Sindi onida di-ya-m-im tocnii

come-G.Z.-1.¢G. now that say-OLS.-OLUMSUZ-1.tk. exactly

geldik simdi onuda diyeyim tam olarak
socCi-y-a va-dd suhum-a,

Sochi-J-YON. or-BAGL. Sukhumi-YON.

Soci’ye yada Sukhumi’ye

‘We came, but I couldn’t say where exactly we came to Sukhumi or Sochi,’

“Geldik ama Sukhumi’ye mi Sochi’ye mi geldik orasini tam olarak bilemiyorum.’

pamoemu suhum-a gdl-d-1h.
probably Sukhumi-YON. come-G.Z.-1. ¢G.
muxtemelen Sukhimi’ye geldik.

‘probably we came to Sukhumi.’

“Sanirim Sukhumi’ye geldik.”

suhum-da,  soram  general passkeevic¢ gatir-di tzalga-y-a.

b
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Sukhumi-BUL. then General Paskevich bring-G.z.[3] Tsalka-J-YON.
Sukhumi’de, sonra  General Paskevich getirdi Tsalka’ya
‘In Sukhumi, then General Paskevich brought them in Tsalka.’

“lkin Sukhumi’deydiler, sonra General Paskevich onlar1 Tsalka’ya getirdi.”

(22) gdl-di-lir tsalka-da,  bah-ti-lir bur-da var-i-di cay, gol.
come-G.Z.-3.CG. Tsalka-BUL. look-G.Z.-3.CG. here-BLD. VRL.-BLD.-G.Z. river lake
Geldiler Tsalka’ya  baktilar burda vardi cay, gol
‘They came to Tsalka and saw that there is river and lake here.’

“Tsalka’ya geldiler, baktilar ki burada nehir ve gol var.”

(23) de-di-lir ki bur-da uje yasa-mah olur,
say-G.Z.-3.CG. that here-BLD. already live-MASTAR can
Dediler ki burda simdiden yasamak olur,

bur-da av-lar-i vap-a-h,
here-BLD. house-CG.-BEL. build-iST.-1.CG.
burda evleri yapalim

b

‘They said that it’s already possible to live here, (it is possible) to build houses,

“Dediler ki burada simdiden yasam var, buraya evleri kuralim.”

(24) gol ora-dd, cay ora-dd, yvap-a-h vapi-ldr-i
lake that.place-BUL.  river  that.place-BUL. build-iST.-1.¢G. house-CG.-BEL.
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(25)

(26)

g0l orada, cay orada, yapak(yapalim) yapilari

da yasi-ya-h

and live-iST.-1.CG.

da yastyalim

‘Lake is there, river is there, let’s build houses and let’s live.’

“Gol orada, nehir orada, hadi evleri kuralim da yasayalim.”

eld-ddin=dd iStem gdl-di-lar bestas-a
that-ayr.=and SO come-G.Z.-3.CG. Beshtasheni-YON.
Boyle iste geldiler Bestas’a

‘That’s how they came to Beshtasheni.’

“Iste boyle geldiler Bestas’a”

bestas-tan=da sora air-ldn-di ol-di baiburt,

Beshtasheni-AYR.=BAGL. after other-BASLANGIC-G.Z.[3] be-G.z.[3]
baiburt

Bestas’ dan da sonra ayrildi oldu Bayburt,

ol-di gdrdk, hadik-madik, uje 0 gol-un

become-G.z.[3] Girdk Hadig-Madik already that  lake-I.D.

oldu Garak, Hadik-Madik, coktan 0 goliin
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dortbiryan-in-da
around-IYE.3.TK.-BUL.

yaninda

ol-di 0 yapi-lar.
be-G.z.[3] that house-CG.

oldu 0 yapilar

‘After Beshtasheni, it developed, it became Baiburt, it became Garak, Hadik-Madik and

already around that lake became those houses.’

“Bestasi’den sonra; gelisti; Bayburt oldu; Garak, Hadik-Madik oldu ve o goliin etrafi

coktan evlerle doldu.”

(27) da anbelyada
and thus
ve boylece

urum  halh-i,
Urum people-BEL.

Urum Halk,

halh=ta
people=BAGL.

halkta

iStem gél-un dortbiryan-in-da
SO lake-i.D. around-iYE.3-BUL.
iste  goliin yaninda

iStem cai  var-i-di, Sei

SO river VRL.-BLD.-G.Z.something

iste ¢ay  vardi, sey

gal-di
stay-G.Z.[3]

kaldi

egil-di
gather-G.z.[3]

egildi

var-i-di,
VRL.-BEL.-G.Z.

vardi

‘And thus Urum people were gathered around the lake, there was a river, there was

something, and people stayed.’

“Ve boylece Urum halki topland1 goliin etrafina, iste nehir vardi, sey vardi, halk da kaldi”
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(28) do, biz  gdl-yan-dd, ama bur-da yas-ier-di,

before 1.¢G. come-S.Y.-BUL. but  here-BUL. live-G.z.[3]

once, biz  gelmeden, ama burda yastyordu,

bur-da var-i-di el-lar, an Sindi eld  er-ldar  var,
here-BUL. VRL.-BLD.-G.Z. stranger-CG. here  now so place-CG. VRL.
burda vardi eller, burda simdi _ yerler var,
or-da gurji-ldr vas-ier-di ald  biz  gdl-m-dz-ddn
there-BUL. Georgian-¢G. live-BITMEMIS-G.Z.[3] yet 1.¢G. come-OLUMSUZ-

AOR-1.CG.-AYR.

orda Girciiler yastyordu hala biz gelmezden
bur-ya, bur-da gurju-lar var-i-di

here-YON. here-BUL. Georgian-CG. VRL.-BLD.-G.Z.

buraya, burda Girciiler vard1

‘In the old time, before our coming, they were living... there were strangers here, now
there are such places, Georgians was living there before we came here, there were

Georgians here.’

“Eski zamanlarda, biz gelmeden Once, burada yasiyorlardi... burada yabancilar vardi, simdi

oyle yerler vardi ki, biz buraya gelmeden Giirciiler yasiyordu, burada Giirciiler vardi.”
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(29)

(30)

€19

(32)

er-ldir-i=da aldg,  sindi get-sd-h gor-sd-h,
place-CG.-BEL.=BAGL. yet now g0-SRT.-1.CG. see- SRT.-1.CG.
yerleri=ve hala  simdi gitsek gorsek

‘If we go now and see those places,’

“Simdi gitsek ve gorsek o yerleri,”

gdl-sin-ndr gor-sd-d-em 0 er-ldr-i=da
come-2.TK.=3.CG. show-SRT.-G.Z.-1.TK. this place-CG.-BEL.=BAGL.
gelsinler gosterecem 0 yerleri=de

‘Let them come and I could show them those places.’

“Birakin gelsinler ve onlara gdstereyim o yerleri.”

yvapi-lar-in er-ldr-i gan-il-ier
house-¢G.-i.D. place-CG.-IYE.3.TK. notice-EDL.-BITMEMIS[3]
Yapilarin yerleri fark edilebilir

‘Places of houses are noticeable.’

“Evlerin yerleri fark edilebilir.”

bur-da biz (mm) das-ta bul-d-uh glirfiijd yvazili
here-BUL. 1.¢G.(mm) stone-BUL. find-G.z.-1.¢G. Georgian-YON. written
Burda biz tasta bulduk Giirclice yazilmig
Sei et-md-y-a, bur-da giirji-lar yas-ier-di-ldr
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(33)

(34)

something make-MASTAR-J-YON. this.place-YON. Georgian-CG. live-BITMEMIS-G.Z.-

3.¢G.
seyi etmeye, burda Girciiler yastyordular
‘Here we found something written on a stone in Georgian, here were living Georgians.’

“Burada, biz Giirciice bir seyler yazilmis tas bulduk, burada Giirciiler yasiyorlardi.”

sora bur-dan  gurjii-ldr get-t1-ldr, biz gdl-d-1h bur-da

then here-AYR. Georgian-¢G. go-G.Z.-3.¢G. 1.¢CG. come-G.Z.-1.CG. here-BUL.

sonra burdan  Girciiler gittiler, biz geldik buraya
“Then Georgians left from here, we stayed here.

“Sonradan Giirciiler buradan gittiler, biz burada kaldik.”

an beldida gdl-d-1h Cth-t-1h iStem bestas-a,
_ boylece geldik ciktik iste Bestas a
thus SO come-G.Z.-1.CG. exit-G.Z.-1.CG.  so Beshtasheni-YON.
da Sindi-add vas-ier-th
BAGL. now-until live-BITMEMIS-1.CG.
da simdi degin yas1yoruz.

‘Thus we came to Beshtasheni and live till now.’

“Boylece geldik Bestas’a ve o zamandan beri burada yasiyoruz.”
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