POSITION OF KARAIM AMONG THE
TURKIC LANGUAGES

Henryk Jankowski

The goal of this paper is to assign a proper place to Karaim within Turkic
languages. For this reason, both the traditional classifications (Benzing 1959;
Menges 1959; Baskakov 1960) and the structural classification by Tekin (1991)
were revised. At the same time, Karaim was compared with Armeno-Kipchak, as
postulated by Kowalski (1929), and with Krimchak. An important question is: can
Western Karaim be correlated with Crimean Karaim? Attention is also paid to
written and spoken variants of languages, and some aspects of historical develop-
ment of the modern languages are touched upon.

1. KARAIMS AND THEIR LANGUAGE

What is certain about the history of Karaims in Eurasia is that these followers of
Karaism inhabited the Crimea prior to the 13th-century Mongol invasion. At the
time of the split of Crimean Karaim community into western and Crimean group,
which occurred at the end of the 14th century, they had already possessed a full-
fledged Turkic language. Since this language is closely affiliated to Kuman as
documented at the beginning of the 14th century in Codex Cumanicus, it must
have been adopted, if ever, at least four or five generations earlier, i.e. 100-120
years before. After the resettlement of approximately four hundred Karaim
families to Lithuania, new communities were founded in Trakai (Pol. Troki, Kar.
Troy),! and then in what is now Ukraine, notably Luck (Pol. Luck, Kar. Lucka),

: In this paper, the original writing of quoted sources is retained as much as possible, but in the
case of a few letters it had to be changed; in such an event, attempt is made to follow the
current writing used by Karaims in Troki, except palatalization which is marked on every

Studia Orientalia 95 (2003), pp. 131-153
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Halich (Pol. Halicz, Kar. Halic) and Lviv (Pol. Lwow, Kar. Illew ~ Ilow).2 This re-
sulted in isolation of the lives and languages of these new communities, although
the contacts have never been completely broken.

Because of a well documented past, Karaim along with Krimchak are the
most important North-Western Turkic languages for the study of language history.
They are also important from the point of view of general Turkology, for the
period of language history they span with Kuman, which was spoken in the pre-
ceding period, encloses six hundred years. After critical edition of texts, we will
have a unique opportunity to write a historical grammar of North-Western Turkic.

1.1. Identity of Karaims

There is no unique identity shared by all Karaims. Turkic identity became
particularly popular with the activities of Seraia Shapshal, the later hakham, in the
Crimea, Turkey and Poland in the 1920s, and accepted by eminent Karaim intel-
lectuals, including such renowned linguists as Ananiasz Zajaczkowski. Even
activists like Mardkowicz, who coined many new words and terms, but did not
purify the language of the existing Hebrew lexicon, accepted the Turkic theory.3
This was very important to strengthen the unity of Polish Karaims, and resulted in
a spectacular renaissance of social life, culture and language. The Turkic identity
also became a constructive basis for a language reform. Many old Karaim words

letter except r, also in transcription. As for other Turkic languages, Turkological
transcription is used; for Crimean Tatar, the adapted Latin script.

Crimean Karaim is practically extinct, and the western Karaim is utmost endangered. In
Luck the Karaim community no longer exists, in Halicz there are only six or seven indi-
viduals who use the Karaim language everyday; in Troki there are ten to fifteen Karaims who
have a command of the language, but only three of them speak Karaim regularly, see Csato
1998: 84 (note, however, that more than thirty years earlier Musaev also said that there were
only three or four people able to speak the language (Musaev 1964: 7). Some of my inform-
ants were more optimistic than these figures would allow one to be: they told me that despite
a constant mourning over Karaim, they believe in the vitality of their language and com-
munity). In Poland, only few people of the oldest generation speak and understand their
mother tongue; the Karaims in Vilnius have never formed an impact territory where they
could have practised the language. The situation of Karaim in PonieviéZys is similar to that
in Troki.

In an editorial letter, he writes in Polish ... uwazamy sie przeciez za narodowosé tureckq
‘... after all, we consider ourselves a Turkic nationality’ (Karay Awazy 12, 12). There is an
interesting example of a complex, national, territorial and religious identity in a patriotic
poem by J. Malecki Mien barm Karai ... ‘1 am a Karai’, in which the author writes “our
ancestors narrated to us that we are Anan’s and Nasi’s sons (ki biz wlanlary Anan ol
Nasinin), but he soon adds Krym, Diuft-Kale, Micri da Lietuva da chally Lechistan, chaz
zamandahyléj| ... Karaj ulanlaryn abréjdlar biugiunlej ‘The Crimea, Chufut Kale, Egypt and
Lithuania, and the strong Poland, so today as in the past ... protect the sons of Karais® (J.
Malecki 1939: 22),
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have been revitalized. At the same time, Hebrew vocabulary was reduced.* The
Turkic identity is now officially declared by the leaders of the Crimean Karaim
Association who even adopted a new self-denomination karai — krymskie
karaimy-tjurki ‘Karais — the Crimean Karaites-Turks’, which however did not
prevent them from the language loss. Not all Karaims in Poland, Lithuania,
Ukraine and Russia have accepted this identity feeling. Some Karaims still prefer
to search their origins among the sons of Abraham and Moses. They have firm
grounds for this in the old religious tradition. For instance, in a Karaim catechism
published in 1890 and approved by the hakham, we read,

Originating from Abraham’s offspring, the nation of Israel, we Karaims profess the
Law of Moses. ... We adopted the epithet Karaim (o'k77) after the appearance of
Talmud, to distinguish ourselves from Talmudists (Duvan 1890: 6).

In the past, the most important identification was that pronounced in Hebrew
bne migra’, or garaim, that is people who profess Karaite religion. Zarachowicz
says that the fundamental task for Karaims is to practise religion and preserve the
native language (Zarachowicz 1926: 6). At the same time, as we can see in
Malecki’s work (1890: v), the Crimea was perceived as their homeland (“the solid
rock™), and the biblical patriarchs and prophets as their forefathers. Moses was
regarded by him “our lord” (MoSe ribb‘im’iz"). In this connection the relationship
between Rabbinic Jews and Karaims, usually presented in the terms of enmity,
should be closely examined. Naturally, the relations changed over time, depend-
ing on community and even personal attitudes. For instance, Malecki is very
hospitable towards the Jews his ancestors met in Lithuania at the time of
immigration (Malecki 1890: v). He says that his ancestors accepted from them
what was not against their doctrine.? On the other hand, Grzegorzewski (1903: 47),
who was utmost objective and far from any national antipathy, provided a H term
for ‘Jew’ kijik (absent from KRPS in this denotation), which must have been
strongly derogative since the meaning of it is ‘wild’. It seems that Karaims lived
with Jews in peaceful co-existence as long as they did not insult them nor abused
their rights. For example, after the publication of an ill-disposed study towards
Karaims by Bataban, who accused them of pretending to be the best among Jews,
A[nanjasz] R[ojecki] responded, “Karaims [...] not being Jews (for they differ
from Jews in both faith and ethnos), do not need to pretend to be Jews” (Rojecki

4 The Turcization of the Karaim language continued until recently with the activities of the
senior hazzan Michal Firkowicz/Firkoviéius. The so-called “de-Hebraisation” of Karaim
vocabulary was touched upon by Altbauer (1979-80), but there are a few debatable points in
this article.

5

Munkécsi has demonstrated that some religious hymns have been adopted by Karaims from
Rabbinic Jewish literature (Munkdcsi 1909: 187).
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1924: 3). Detailed discussion of this problem should be the subject of another
study.

Karaims did not use a unique term for their language for a long time. When
writing in Hebrew, they referred to their language either by the name Qedar,
which is the Hebrew word denoting the territory of the Crimea and north of Black
Sea, e.g. leSon QedarS, lason Qedari’, bisfat Qedar® or the word Tatar, e.g. leSon
Tatar®. When referred in Russian, Karaim was mostly called karaimskoe
narécie 'O ‘Karaim dialect’ or na razgovornom" narécii karaimov" (Kobecki
1904).!1

Western Karaims usually called Jews Rabbanlar (Karay Awazy 12, 2-3;
KRPS 451).1? The Hebrew language was always of the highest prestige, even to
those who were strongly pro-Turkic. The Hebrew language, except the later
scholarly literature, was never called Hebrew, but ‘holy tongue’ leson kodes'? or
aziz" til, which is its Turkic equivalent (Malecki 1890: vii). Sometimes other
terms also appeared, e.g. eski Tenach til (Kokenai 1939: 30). When referring to
Hebrew in Polish, Karaims called it ‘the language of the Bible’ (jezyk biblijny) or
‘holy tongue’ ($wiety jezyk) (Zarachowicz 1926: 6). It is not clear if the formula-
tion perevod s drevne-evrejskago jazyka ‘translation from the Old Hebrew
language’ in the publisher’s note of Malecki (1890) appeared independently of the
author or was put by him because it was in Russian.

There is also an interesting Khazar identity,'* very popular among Karaim
intellectuals, but in lack of sound arguments it is very doubtful if this hypothesis
will ever be definitely accepted or rejected. '’

g 7P MY, as in the title of Malecki’s prayer book (Malecki 1900); see also Pritsak 1959:
318.

™M WY, as in the front page of the printed translation of Pentateuch into Karaim by
Mickevi¢ & Rojecki (1889), quoted from Kowalski 1929: Ixxvi.

As in the title of the translation of Lamentations by Simcha Dubinski, published in 1895
(quoted from Altabauer 1979-80: 53: bisfar Qédar).

9 Luw W%, as in the front page of the Bible translation published in 1841 in Eupatoria, Sefer
Targum 1841; the author of the translation of the Book of Ruth into Krimchak (published in
1906) also called his language Tatar (I E3).

As in the note in Russian in the title page of Malecki (1900).

1 Quoted from Kowalski 1929: Ixxviii.

12 The CKar. term Cufut (KRPS 633) < guhiid < Ar. yahiid came into use with the Turkic
influence.

3 For example, in a translation of the Book of Job (Kowalski 1929: 1) and in Malecki 1890:
vii; the same name for Hebrew is used by Krimchaks (Polinsky 1991: 130).

Note that the Khazar identity is not an exclusive Karaim idea. In the past, it was very popular
among many Rabbanite Jews in Eastern Europe, and was contested by Karaims, see an
editorial article in Karay Awazy (1939, pp. 2-3). In addition, on the wave of the Soviet anti-
Jewish policy and Nazi extermination, some Krimchaks also adopted a pro-Turkic and
Khazar course (for the critique of this, see Polinsky 1991: 125).
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1.2. Distinctive features of the linguistic situation of Karaims

The distinctive features of Karaim linguistic situation are the following: !0

1. All Karaims have been at least bilingual for at least two centuries,
but Western Karaims much longer.

2. They have never had their own state.

3. They live in dispersed communities, having no common homeland,
no common second language.'”

4,  Within the north-western group of the Turkic languages, they share
a common trait with Urums, Armeno-Kipchaks and Krimchaks:!®
they are non-Muslims; this fact has a few linguistic implications.'?

5. With Krimchaks they share the following further features:

5.1. There is an admixture of Jewish blood in Karaims and Krim-
chaks.20

5. 2. Their language of liturgy, science and communication with other
religious communities was Hebrew (Kowalski 1929: xix—xx).

6. Karaims have been for centuries an endogamous society; inter-
marriages with members of other groups are tolerated only recently,
but children of mixed couples are still not considered Karaims by

17
18

20

Careful scholars like Kowalski approached the Khazar theory with caution. See also Pritsak
1959: 318-319, which contains many valuable details on Karaims, and is still a very useful,
concise description of Western Karaim.

Musaev showed the following three distinctive features of Western Karaim that distinguish it
from the other Turkic languages: 1. The lowest number of speakers 2. Surrounded by non-
Turkic speaking peoples, and 3. Non-compact character of their habitats (Musaev 1964: 6).
Once Hebrew, then for some time, Russian was best intelligible.

Urum is now an endangered language, Armeno-Kipchak is extinct, and Krimchak is not a
language of communication after the Nazi holocaust of this people in 1941 and 1942
(Polinsky 1991: 130, and my own fieldwork in the Crimea); however, it must be observed
that recently significant measures have been taken to revitalize the Krimchak culture and lan-
guage: in 1989 a Krimchak Association of Culture and Education Qrimcaylar, and a school
for children Pyata Aytiyin Midrasi was founded (Ackinazi 2000: 136).

Kowalski (1929: Ixv) did realize this. Naturally, he could not use the Krimchak material, for
this was not available at that time, and the Old Karaim was only accessible in the 1841
edition of the Bible.

According to Kowalski (1929: ix—x), the Western Karaims are a mixture of Turkic and
Jewish anthropological type.
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many. For this reason, the number of Karaim language speakers
constantly diminishes.

2. POSITION OF KARAIM IN TURKOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATIONS

It was Kowalski who first proved that Western Karaim is most cognate with
Kuman as documented in Codex Cumanicus, and with Old Written Armeno-
Kipchak (Kowalski 1929: lix-Ixv, Ixvi—xxi), although attention to this had already
been drawn by Radloff and Grzegorzewski.

Menges (1959: 6) classifies Karaim together with Kumuk, Karachai-Balkar
and Crimean Tatar within the Ponto-Caspian group of Turkic languages. Also
Baskakov (1960: 142) links these languages within a subgroup, calling it the
Kipchak-Kuman (Polovets) subgroup of the Kipchak group. Benzing (1959: 1)
positions Karaim within one group with Karachai-Balkar and Kumuk, but sepa-
rates it from Crimean Tatar.

In his grammars of Western Karaim, Musaev also classifies Karaim in the
same group (Musaev 1977: 5; 1997: 255).2! In his most detailed description,
Musaev outlines the classifications of Karaim presented by Turkologists so far
(Musaev 1964: 17-19). A similar position is assigned to Karaim by scholars of
Karaim origin, e.g. Zajaczkowski (1931: 5) and Firkovi¢ius (1996: 14).22

In a very interesting, structural classification of Turkic languages, Tekin
classifies the Karaim language in the so-called tawli group. This group in Tekin’s
classification falls into five subgroups, the Halicz dialect of Western Karaim
being placed in the 2nd, gos- subgroup, the Troki dialect of Western Karaim in the
3rd gos- subgroup; furthermore, Halicz dialect belongs to the yas- division (as a
reflex of Common Turkic yas), whereas the Troki dialect belongs to the bes
division (as a reflex of Common Turkic bés) (Tekin 1991: 13—15).23

Now we shall check to what extent these groupings are applicable. Firstly, if
we put aside the aforementioned shortcomings, Tekin’s classification is basically
correct. However, in the case of Karaim, it turns out that a classification based

21 At the same time, he formulates an opinion that Crimean Karaim has been assimilated to
Crimean Tatar, and that there is no unique Karaim language.

2 Zajaczkowski's view, Western Karaim belongs to so-called Kipchak or Kipchak-Kuman,
or north-western group of Turkic languages; he also subdivides Western Karaim into the
northern (Troki) and southern group (Luck-Halicz). Firkovi¢ius places his mother tongue in
the Western Kipchak group of a “Turkic subfamily”, along with the same, most closely
affiliated Karachai, Kumuk and Crimean Tatar.

23

However, this classification has also a few inadequacies, e.g. Crimean Karaim has been
neglected, Karachai-Balkar should be distinguished from other languages in “X. 3. gos-”
group, since it is a gas language and cannot be joined with Kumuk, Troki Karaim, Crimean
Tatar etc.
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only upon phonological criteria is insufficient. Then, applying morphological

criteria, we shall test the validity of traditional classifications. If we examine noun

(but not pronoun) case suffixes, Crimean Tatar is the language that best preserved

a paradigm which is most similar to Western Karaim. In Karachai-Balkar and

Kumuk, there is a change -nlpy > -nl in the genitive, in Karachai also -l4r > -I4

(but in Balkar -I4r), in Kumuk -/4r > -I4 before some case suffixes. In addition,

Karachai has also changed some verbal person suffixes, from -mAn, -sAn into -mA,
-sA (as opposed to Balkar -mAn, -s4An). With regard to function words with no

meaning but grammatical function, Karachai-Balkar has more postpositions

common with Western Karaim which do not exist in Kumuk, e.g. deri ‘to; until’,

sartin ‘because of’, while Kumuk shares with Western Karaim a few question

words, which Karachai-Balkar does not possess, e.g. nek ‘why’ and nelik(ke)

‘what for’. Despite the case suffixation of Crimean Tatar mentioned above, it is

certain that this language was deeply affected by Turkish, and lost many features

typical of the group, so its similarity to the other languages is problematic. More-

over, when we examine syntax, we shall see that Western Karaim and some varie-

ties of Crimean Karaim should be separated from the other languages, i.e. Kumuk,

Karachai-Balkar and Crimean Tatar,* and located in a different subgroup. lanbay

and Erdal speak of a “non-Muslim Western Turkic syntax™ which is typical of
Krimchak, Gagauz, Polish, Lithuanian and Ukrainian varieties of Karaim, the

Turkish dialect of Balkan Gypsies and Armeno-Kipchak (I E5).2% Csat6 (1998: 87)
calls Western Karaim a “Europenised Turkic language”.

All these classifications disregard Krimchak and Urum. Krimchak, as is
known, is a Turkic ethnolect of a small group of Crimean Rabbanite Jews, where-
as Urum is the Turkic language of Crimean Greeks, resettled in 1778 to the
northern coast of the Azovian Sea. Both are very close to Crimean Tatar.26

24 Note, however, that the infinitive -mA in Kumuk resembles that in Western Karaim, because

it is used to express various functions with auxiliary verbs, e.g. inchoativity (-mAgd basla-),
ability (-mAgA bil-), permission (-mA bol-) and necessity (-mA(g)A4 kerek).

25 Probably the retention of the non-Kipchak and non-Oghuz strata of Kumuk and Karachai-
Balkar should be attributed to the non-Turkic admixture to their ethnic components. Sur-
prisingly, Kumuks, Karachais and Balkars are by some scholars all held to be indigenous
Caucasian peoples, Turkicized in a later period, not to speak of a hypothetic influence of
Khazar (Golden 1992; 389-391). Islam was finally implemented to Balkars as late as the
17th—18th centuries, and Kumuks are related to the Caucasian, Christian people of Gumig.

Since Radloff's claim that the dialects of Crimean Karaims, Krimchaks and Greeks do not
differ from the surrounding Tatar dialects (Radloff 1896: xvi), although this view was soon
rejected by Samojlovi¢, Turkology reference books have disregarded these languages until
1997. On Krimchak, see Rebi, Atkinazi & Atkinazi 1997; on Urum, there is a new mono-
graph with language documentation by Garkavec, published in 1999 in Almaty. However,
since it is still inaccessible, Urum language evidence was not taken to this paper.

26
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3. LEXICAL SIMILARITIES OF KARAIM, KRIMCHAK
AND ARMENO-KIPCHAK

It is worth noting that except ki’ no Hebrew conjunction, preposition or other
function words are used in Karaim and Krimchak. All the other lexical items
borrowed from Hebrew are meaningful words, mostly nouns, including proper
names. Verbs are usually derived by internal, Turkic derivation. From this fact,
we can draw two conclusions. First, at the time when Hebrew loanwords were
borrowed, both Karaims and Krimchaks possessed a complete grammatical sys-
tem of a Turkic language. In this system, there already were many function words
copied from Persian, as anuz ~ apiz, eger, har, vali, ki etc. This system was
sufficient for the adaptation of all Hebrew syntactic structures copied from
canonical and liturgy texts. Second, Krimchaks and those Karaims who were of
Jewish origin must have changed their Hebrew language much earlier. Further de-
velopment of the language proceeds in the way of very intensive, direct language
contacts. These languages were Polish for Western Karaims and Tatar, then
Turkish for Crimean Karaims and Krimchaks. The grammatical structure of
Polish made it possible to preserve non-agglutinative syntactic structures in the
spoken language, and thus additional Slavic function words, such as a, ale, no,
okom/okrom, puki, to were borrowed, whereas the structure of Tatar and Turkish
limited the infiltration of these structures into spoken Krimchak and Crimean
Karaim. An overt “un-Turkic” syntax of some Krimchak texts in Polinsky (1991)
is a result of recent dramatic events, which brought about language change.
Karaim, Krimchak and Armeno-Kipchak possess a vocabulary that is alien to
Crimean Tatar.28 For example, alay ~ alej (KRPS hk 61, 67; 1 E 21, Tr. 61) ‘thus;
s0°; bulay ~ bulej (KRPS hk 138, ¢ 140; 1 E 17; Tr. 167) ‘thus’; kiicey- ~ k'uc'ej- ~
kicej- (KRPS k 355, ¢t 397, h 325; T E 17) “to get strong’ (in AK in the transitive
form kudayt- ‘to strengthen’, Tryjarski 1993: 96) necik ~ n'ec’ik” ~ necik (KRPS
1 419; kh 422; 1 E 21; Polinsky 1991: 135), nécik” Tr. 546); tigel ~ tiigel ~ t 'ug’al’
(KRPS h, k, t 524, 551, 569; L E 16), tugal (Tr. 783-784) ‘thorough; full; perfect’.
Some words are used in different forms, e.g. anuz ~ hanuz (KRPS ¢t 70 ~ th
164 etc.), apiz (I E 16), hanuz (Tr. 267-268) ‘more’; cople- ~ ¢'op'l'a- (KRPS k
632; 628 etc.; 1 E 18), copla- (Tr. 197) ‘to gather, glean’; keret ~ k'er’at” ~ k'eret

27 The Hb. ki ‘for, because’ is homophonous with Per. ki ‘that, which’ etc., therefore, it is

difficult to determine the origin of this word even in a totally copied Hebrew construction.

28 TFora comparison of Armeno-Kipchak and Crimean Tatar vocabulary, see Tryjarski 1992:

332; 345-349.
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(KRPS h 307, t 308, k 393; 1 E 17; in CTat. kere < Tur.)? ‘time; -fold’; kibik
(KRPS thk 316; 1E 16), kibik’, k'yibik" (Tr. 391-392) ‘like, as’.

Furthermore, Western Karaim and Armeno-Kipchak share an old Kuman
vocabulary that disappeared from modern languages in the group, e.g. Kar. jerge
(with variants, KRPS thk 273, 274) ‘range; degree; article’ etc., AK jerga ‘rite’
(Tryjarski 1993: 108); Kar. koltka ~ koltcha ~ goltqa (KRPS thk 331, 369), AK
yoltya (Tr. 485); umsun- (KRPS thk 578), AK umsan- (Tr. 805) ‘to hope’.

We cannot maintain that these words were never used in Crimean Tatar,
Kumuk and Karachai-Balkar. Some of them could exist in these languages, being
over time replaced with Turkish and other equivalents.

It is the vocabulary of religious and liturgy terms that distinguishes Armeno-
Kipchak, as a language of Christians, from the languages of Karaims and Krim-
chaks, as peoples who profess Karaism and Judaism. For example, Karaim and
Krimchak possess the following Hebrew words: adonay 17X (KRPS th 46; 1 E
17); ‘God’; malay R (KRPS th 402;*0 1 E 16) ‘angel’; navi 121 (KRPS th 417;
I E 15) ‘prophet’; pesay nod (KRPS th 447, 450; 1 E 17) ‘Passover’; rafa YW1
(KRPS 452) ‘sinner’, (I E 17) ‘wicked’; tame XU (KRPS A 510) ‘pork fat, bacon’,
(I E 16) ‘unclean’; fefila 172°0R (KRPS 568 etc.; I E 16). In contrast, many
religious terms in Armeno-Kipchak have been borrowed from Armenian and
Polish.3!

There can be other common Hebrew words in spoken Karaim and Krimchak.
However, modern Krimchak texts available give a very scant evidence of them.
Among phrases provided by Rebi (1993: 21-26), only one Hb. word was found. It
is meyila < Hb. 17°11, in the expression meyila gollayim (Rebi 1993: 25) ‘Excuse
me’, H mechitfa (KRPS h 416).

There are also some genuine Trk. words in Karaim and Krimchak, which
probably existed in Old Kuman, but cannot be evidenced in the modern languages,
e.g. WK karuv ~ garuv (KRPS ht 295, k 364) ‘answer; responsibility’; garov (1 E
46) ‘recompense, reward’, loanwords that do not exist in corresponding forms or
meanings in other modern languages of the group, e.g. Seraatci and Seraat et-
(Jankowski 1997: 73; 1 E 15) ‘judge’ and ‘to judge’ (Ar. Sari‘at + Trk. et-) , tutki
(KRPS £ 549; 1 E 17) ‘as if’ (Trk. tut + Per. ki).

29 The CTat. form is certainly a new loanword from Tur, < Ar., whereas the form keret can
reflect an earlier borrowing from Per. kerret.

40 Regarded by KRPS as Arabic.
31 In addition to religious terms of Turkic, Persian and Arabic origins (Tryjarski 1993: 65).
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4. COMMON GRAMMATICAL FEATURES OF KARAIM,
KRIMCHAK AND ARMENO-KIPCHAK??

Phonological properties common to all languages treated here and differentiating
them from the other representatives of the group are not substantial.?3 Although
not numerous, morphological distinctive features are fairly characteristic.?* The
most characteristic is syntax. This different syntax is usually explained as affected
by the non-Turkic speaking environment and the syntax of translated canonical
literature.> However, it should be noted that the first argument does not hold for
Old Krimchak and Old Crimean Karaim, because these languages were predomi-
nantly in contact with Turkic languages, and the second argument does not
explain why the syntax of Arabic and Persian literature translated into Turkic
languages did not affect them as much as it affected Karaim, Krimchak and
Armeno-Kipchak. The role of a non-Turkic substrate, which is more likely in the
case of Krimchaks, in the case of Karaim and Armeno-Kipchak is debatable. At
least, it has not been yet proved. Therefore, the linguistic copies must be, for the
time being, defined in the terms of an adstratum which arose as a result of
language contacts. What is very important is a kind of openness, readiness to
adopt another language, and once it happened, to modify it. In contrast, the
languages of Crimean Tatars, Kumuks, Karachais and Balkars changed under the
influence of Turkish, which did not affect syntax.

4.1. Phonology

Krimchak and Karaim?3® texts written with vocalized Hebrew letters can reflect
phonological processes occurring in vowels fairly well. In contrast, the Armenian

32 In the following, only a selection of some typical features is presented. For more details on
the grammar of Old Crimean Karaim, although based on the fragments of a single
manuscript, see Jankowski 1997.

3 Tryjarski (1992: 332-342) has shown quite a lot of features differentiating Crimean Tatar
from Armeno-Kipchak. However, he used the material of modern standard Crimean Tatar,
and we should observe that most distinctive forms are found in dialects.

34 Among the morphological features selected by Tryjarski to compare Crimean Tatar with
Armeno-Kipchak, there are many similarities (Tryjarski 1992: 342-344).

35 See, for example, Pritsak (1959: 338), who attributes this “enttiirkisiert” syntax to the
influence of written Hebrew and spoken Slavic. According to him, the syntax of Armeno-
Kipchak is also “un-Turkic” (Pritsak 1959: 322).

36

It is Luck-Halicz dialect of Western Karaim that occupies an isolated place in the group with
the é i > e i change in every position, and the § and ¢ > s ¢ (IPA ts ) change, although the
latter also occurs in Balkar, and some reflexes of it can be found in Codex Cumanicus.
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alphabet is not very suitable to represent Armeno-Kipchak vowels. As for front-
back vowel harmony, it can be said that in Western and Crimean Karaim, as well
as Old Krimchak, it operates further than in Crimean Tatar, in many dialects of
which it does not go beyond the second syllable.3” As for Armeno-Kipchak, it is
clear that at least some texts show a front-back harmony operating as far as the
fourth syllable, e.g. olumsuzluk® (Tryjarski 1993: 77) ‘immortality’, konuluk nu
‘the truthacc’ (Tryjarski 1993: 99).

With regard to y- > g- change, which characterizes Karachai-Balkar and
some Crimean Tatar vocabulary, except Kumuk the languages compared are more
conservative. Notably, Western Karaim is entirely a y- language, as well as
Armeno-Kipchak (Tryjarski 1992: 340), Old Krimchak and probably Old Crimean
Karaim.38

What is different from Crimean Tatar, Kumuk and Karachai-Balkar, is the
fronting of back vowels before and after [j dz] in some words, e.g. CKar., OKrim.
eyt- (I E 413%; KRPS k 656) < ayt- ‘to say’;40 CKar. egi- < agi- (KRPS k 654),
OKrim. agit- ‘to hurt, to grieve’ (1 E 36).

Kowalski, who established consonant harmony as a compensatory process for
the loss of vowel harmony in the Troki dialect of Karaim, also assumed a similar
phonotactic rule in Armeno-Kipchak (Kowalski 1929: Ixix-Ixx). There is,
however, no strong evidence of the lack of vowel harmony in Krimchak. Vowel
inventory reduced to five phonemes has not been confirmed by Rebi, Ackinazi
and Atkinazi (1997: 310), nor by my own recordings, although there are some
constraints on front round vowels.

4.2. Morphology

The 2SG imperative is often -KIn*!, e.g. T kijingin (Musaev 1964: 268) ‘dress up’,
WK (L-H) ackyn ‘open’ (Zajaczkowski 1931: 24); OKrim. vergin; tutqun (1 E21)
‘give; hold’; AK iuvgin (Tryjarski 1993: 66) ‘wash’; cf. Kowalski (1929: Ixix).

37 For Western Karaim see Musaev 1964: 53-55; for Crimean Tatar, see Jankowski 1992: 64;
for Old Crimean Karaim, see Jankowski 1997: 10, Note, however, that some vocalized texts
reveal a non-harmonizing, even disharmonizing tendency, which contrasts with unvocalized
texts. This should be regarded as a kind of hypercorrection; for Old Krimchak, see I E 8.

3B nthe fragments of the Bible translation there was only one example of g-initial (Jankowski
1997: 63). In modern Karaim and Krimehak, g-initial appears with CTat. words, e.g. Kar.
cuvur- “to run (out)' (see Jankowski, “On the language varieties of Karaims in the Crimea”,
in this volume); Krim. goy- ‘to lose’ (Rebi 1993: 24), On the other hand, some Kumuk words
have also g- in the initial, e.g. guv- ‘to wash’, giy- ‘to gather” (Bammatov 1969: 140, 141).

39 The form ayt- was only attested in ay#i (1 E37).
40 Armeno-Kipchak, however, probably retained the form ayt-.
41

The bare stem forms also oceur in all languages; among the modern North-Western Kipchak
languages, this suffix occurs in Kumuk, and beyond them in Kirghiz (Pritsak 1959: 336).
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Except for modern Crimean Tatar and Krimchak, the other languages in
question do not possess the Oghuz future tense exponent -GAK.*2 The idea of
future is expressed by the suffix -r or/with adverbial modifiers.

As observed by Kowalski (1929: Ixv), both Kuman and Western Karaim
make much use of infinitive constructions with the suffix -mA4.

4.3. Syntax

4.3.1. Word order

The basic word order of possessive constructions is HEAD, GENITIVE. Kowalski
(1929: 1xx) demonstrated that this is as a common feature of Western Karaim*?
and Armeno-Kipchak. The same holds true for Old Krimchak, e.g. adi ol kiSiniy
(I E 15) ‘the name of this man’.

The basic word order of predicate, subject and object is in Western Karaim
and Krimchak* SVO, e.g. H kabul ettim bitik (Karay Awazy 13, 9) ‘I have
received a letter’, Krim. aldi agaclarni’ (Polinsky 1991: 148 ) ‘he took some poles
out’. However, in many Armeno-Kipchak texts the word order of the intransitive
sentence seems to be SV, and of the transitive sentence is frequently SOV (see
texts in Deny & Tryjarski 1964 and Tryjarski 1997).

4.3.2. Conjunction

In Western Karaim, Old Crimean Karaim, as well as Old Krimchak and Armeno-
Kipchak, the conjunctive clauses and phrases are joined with the conjunction da
(Kowalski 1929: Ixx—Ixxi; 180; Jankowski 1997: 22; I E39; Tr. 202-203), which
developed from the Trk. particle DA, unlike modern Crimean Karaim and modern
Krimchak, in which Arabic conjunction ve is commonly used.*’

Therefore, the newly emerged conjunction should not be mixed up with the
particle, from which it developed, and which behaves like a normal Turkic

42 This suffix first appeared with the influence of Turkish. In the fragments of the Bible

translation one occurrence of it was evidenced by Jankowski (1997: 15). At the same time, it
must be noted that the -OAY suffix is a marker of optative (I E 2) or desiderative and
subjunctive (Jankowski 1997: 16—17), not future.

43 The word order of Old Western Karaim, both spoken and written, if not translated from
Hebrew, could have been more rigorously SOV. Unfortunately, as the original written
literature is so far know only from poems, we cannot draw any final conclusion, since the
word order of Turkic verse is relatively free. Cf. e.g. T'en'rig'a sarnahyn, maytavun
kotarhyn ‘sing a song to God, proclaim His praise’ but tynla m’en’i azhyna ‘listen to me a
little’ (quotations from a poem of Shalomo b. Aharon, 1650-1715, in Firkovi¢ 1989: 188).

44 Of the texts published by Polinsky (1991: 145-146), only text 4 demonstrates a proportion
between SOV and SVO order.

45 The Ar. ve may incidentally appear in Old Karaim and Old Krimchak, but it is untypical.
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particle. The formal difference between the particle and the conjunction is that the
former is affected by vowel harmony, and the latter has always one form da. One
function of da is sentence initial binding with a preceding sentence, always before
a verb. In this function da occurs in Western Karaim and Krimchak, and is copied
from the Hebrew wa- (Jankowski 1997: 22; 1 E 15), e.g. da aytti, da oldu (Hb.
TMURM, "1M). However, when the conjunction da stands between two words,
phrases and clauses of the same class, its syntactic function is typically connective.
In addition to Western Karaim and Old Krimchak, it is also used in Armeno-
Kipchak, e.g. AK soznu étuvéi da tanglawuc¢i ‘one who speaks and one who
listens to’; aytilir k'i ék'i awazsiz dr da icina awazli jazov bolgay ‘it is said that
there are two consonants and between them there should be a vocalic letter’ (Tr.
202). The fact that all these languages use this construction independently of each
other, and the evidence of Kuman in Codex Cumanicus, e.g. ol sdzni ayiti da
ganyn teyeri eline berdi ‘he uttered these words and gave soul to the hands of
God’ (Grenbech 1942: 80) demonstrate that this way of connecting word groups
and clauses is not an innovation, but is inherited from the common syntactic
system of the Kuman-Kipchak language group before the 14th century.*®

Naturally, converbal constructions 47 in the same function as connective
clauses linked with a conjunction also existed in that syntactic system. They are
even encountered in non-translated Old Western Karaim, e.g. bir bolup kajtajvk
‘let us come back as one’, s'en’i tynlap syndym ‘I broke down after listening to
you’ (Firkovi¢ 1989: 185, 186). These sentences would sound now like bir
bolalym da kajtalym and m'en’ s ‘en’i tynladym da syndym, respectively.

4.3.3. Relative clauses

Instead of a participial, prepositional construction typical of Turkic languages, the
normal relative construction is in Karaim, Krimchak and Armeno-Kipchak ex-
pressed by subordinate, postpositional clause introduced mostly by the conjunc-
tion ki, which comes after a predicate in a finite form or after a nominal predicate,
e.g. H isanabyz, ki alaj kytynyr (Karay Awazy 1939, 2) ‘we believe that it will be
so done’; OKrim. ol nevuaniy ki askere oldu (1 E 22) ‘the prophecy which was
revealed’; AK har k'im k'i bayar yatun k'isi® usna (Tryjarski 1997: 312) ‘every-
body who looks at a woman’,

0 Although the standard descriptions of such modern languages as Kumuk, Karachai-Balkar
and Crimean Tatar do not exemplify the connective function of da (but give evidence for
adversative one), I have heard it in this way used in spoken Crimean Tatar.

47

Converbal clauses appear in Western Karaim secondarily under the influence of Slavic
syntax, e.g. H Ekinci kinge uyujdu xazan kensada beraxa, qotadohac tenrini, kim tutqaj ol
anany sawlugta ‘On the next day, the hazzan reads up a blessing, requesting God that He
keep the mother clean’ (Grzegorzewski 1918: 273, 294).
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This type of constructions is also encountered in other Trk. languages, but
their use is restricted, whereas in the languages discussed this is the basic type. A
relative clause like this type can stand for most types of subordinate clauses, such
as clauses of place, time, result, cause etc.

4.3.4. Clauses of purpose

The clauses of purpose are normally expressed by subjunctive -QAy, e.g. T
kylajym dahy bunu ki t'ug’al’ bolhej isi siddurlarnyn (Malecki 1890: vii; Kow.
146) ‘I shall also do this that work on prayer books be completed’, AK 40 k'un
oru¢nu postanovit étler ... k'i bu zamanda bizni juyundan oyangaybiz (Tryjarski
1997: 314, 319) ‘... have established a forty days’ fast in order that we could in
this time be awake from our sleep’.

5. KARAIM IN CONTACT WITH NON-TURKIC LANGUAGES*

Because of the special ethnic, geographic, cultural and confessional character of
Karaim, this language has been influenced by a range of factors that did not have
such a strong impact on the other languages of the group. In the linguistic
structure, one may point to a few types of copying.

However, we shall remember that each dialect of Karaim is functioning in a
few variants. In fact, the most appropriate procedure is to discuss the linguistic
structure of each variant separately. Language variants that can be studied on the
basis of linguistic documentation are written and spoken languages. Most docu-
mentation is limited to written language. Written language documents are pre-
dominantly religious texts. There are also some secular texts, mostly poems. The
spoken language was either documented by linguists, e.g. Grzegorzewski, or
composed and compiled by Karaim language teachers to provide learners with
samples to study. Evidently, the latter are not natural, but specially prepared texts.
Somewhere in between we can position plays which provide dialogues very close
to natural, spontaneous speech, e.g. S. Firkovi&’s plays published by Kowalski,
Katyk’s play Yaddes etc.* The first to analyse different variants of H Karaim was
Grzegorzewski. It is important to point to some of his statements before going any
further. Namely, he remarked that in one poem by Zarach Abrahamowicz, Ucared
bir tigircik, there are an “Altaic syntax”, two Persian and two Arabic, three Slavic
and no Hebrew loanwords (Grzegorzewski 1918: 292). According to Grzegor-
zewski, Kisenc, another poem by Abrahamowicz, resembles the general trends in

48 On the Slavic influence on Western Karaim see Dubifiski 1994.

49 yosef b. Ichak Erak’s Tragedia, published by Radloff (1896: 411-424), does not reflect the
spoken language.
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traditional Karaim literature, so it retains constructions copied from the contact
languages, but avoids Slavic loanwords (Grzegorzewski 1903: 80). At the same
time, the number of Hebrew words in a translation of psalms is high, and in
Grzegorzewki’s calculation amounts to twelve items, the other loanwords being
Persian 11, Slavic 7 and Arabic 6 (Grzegorzewski 1918: 280). Two samples of
natural, spontaneous narration in Karaim recorded by Grzegorzewski (1903: 68—
69) are plenty of not only Slavic words, but also of total copies in all language
levels, i.e. lexical, semantic and syntactic levels. These texts resemble what
Polinsky called “a dramatic example of language attrition” (Polinsky 1991: 149).

5.1. Lexical copies

There is a rich literature on lexical loanwords in Karaim, Also Karaim scholars
have studied this question, e.g. Firkovi&ius (1996: 15-16), who exemplifies Slavic
and Lithuanian borrowings. Some loanwords came into use with the impact of
syntax quite early. In Firkovi¢’s edition of a poem attributed to Zarah b. Natan
(?1595-1663), we find an early borrowing of the Pol. modal word niechaj ‘let ...’
anlat ma kumhunam | ... | n'exaj m'en’ anlajym | (Firkovi¢ 1989: 183)° ‘explain
me, my dear friend, that I could understand’.

In some cases, a borrowed lexical item may cause restriction on the use of
morphemes, and lead to the linear reordering of a phrase, e.g. T tuvul zulumlamay
i¢un’ (Malecki 1890: v) ‘not to opress’. In this example, negation is not
expressed by the suffix -mA, but by the negation particle fuvul. In Old Krimchak,
we find a Turkic construction in this function, e.g. varmamag ticiin (1 E 21) ‘not to
go’. I could not find any evidence for such a use of dugul in Armeno-Kipchak,
either. Therefore, it seems to be a Western Karaim innovation.

5.2. Morphological copies

Morphology is rightly considered the most resistant component of Turkic lan-
guages. It is so because it is clear, predictable and fairly regular. For this reason,
mostly those elements of word formation were copied which did not have
semantic equivalents and were extralinguistically motivated. To the few cases
belong the feminine gender suffix -ka and the adapted Trk. suffix -ca. However,
in spoken, spontaneous language use, because of interference with Slavic lan-
guages, other Slavic suffixes are commonly used. For instance, Grzegorzewski
(1903: 47-48) distinguished eight word formative Slavic suffixes.

50 Note, however, that this is not a critical edition.
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As a result of very intensive contacts with Slavic languages, Western Karaim
and Armeno-Kipchak copied verbs in the form of an infinitive, then took them as
exponents of lexical meaning, and thus formed new verbs by postponing to them a
Karaim or Armeno-Kipchak verb to express ‘to do’ or ‘to be’, mostly et- and bol-,
e.g. H zaprovaty (Grzegorzewski 1903: 39) < zaprowadzi¢ etti ‘he carried’; AK
zapalica bol- ‘to burn’, zapailit” ét- ‘to burn something’ (Tr. 841). These forma-
tions are not normally documented by native speaking authors, as considered
incorrect. The copies like this also occur in modern “Islamic” Turkic languages,
e.g. CTat. zvonit et-, armiyada slyjit et- ‘to ring up’, ‘to do military service’.

Morphological copies are also present in the negative sense, i.e. in the restric-
tion on the use of some Karaim suffixes. For example, Grzegorzewski has shown
that ‘in Turkish’ is said tirkca, but the -c4 suffix is not allowed with the word
‘Polish’ *polskca, for a total copy po polsku ‘in Polish’ is used (Grzegorzewski
1903: 46).5!

5.3. Syntactic, semantic and pragmatic copies

Nearly all innovations discussed in 4.3 are copied from dominating contact
languages, either Polish in everyday and official use or Hebrew in translations. In
practice, it is sometimes hard to make a clear-cut distinction between a Hebrew
and a Polish syntactic copies. One clear Hebrew syntactic copy is the sentence
initial da, see 4.3.2, above. Rendering the Hb. definite article sa- by Kar. ol,
pointed out by Grzegorzewski (1918: 291), is a semantic copy rather than
syntactic.>?

A total semantic copy can be illustrated by T avazray (Kow. 112) ‘louder’ <
Pol. glosniej. In this case, the Pol. expression was calqued from the Kar. (< Per.)
word awaz ‘voice; sound’ following the pattern of Polish formation, with the Kar.
superlative suffix -ray. Compare H najtatterak (Grzegorzewski 1903: 28) ‘the
sweetest’ < Pol. najstodszy, in which we have a total morphological copy of the
Pol. prefix naj-, in addition.

The following examples illustrate total semantic-syntactic copies in which
there is a complete correspondence between the semantic and syntactic contents
of the original, borrowed form and the resultant Karaim form, e.g. H alaj ezi, T
alej 6zu ‘identically’ < Pol. tak samo; T Icyak uzun burunba (Kow. 112) ‘Isaak

51 In WK “Polish’ should be esav, and therefore ‘in Polish’ in H would be *esavca, which is
not, though, confirmed by KRPS. The dictionary provides only the T form esav 'il’in"d’a
(KRPS 669).

52 Note, however, that in the prose texts of Codex Cumanicus, as Grenbech (1942: 176) ob-
served, the pronoun of is also frequently used as a definite article, what Grenbech attributed
to the influence of missionaries.
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with his long nose’ < Pol. Icchak z dlugim nosem; T bolma Karajba (Caprocki
1939: 5) ‘to be a Karai’ < Pol. by¢ Karaimem. However, in all the three examples
the morphotactic rules and the suffixes remain intact.

The following example shows a total syntactic copy, notably T n’'e m’en’
tujam (Kow. 109) ‘what am I hearing?” < Pol. ‘co ja styszg?’.

In another example the syntactic copy is partial, because the possessive
construction toranyn syjy is unchanged, whereas the rest is copied, a n'e¢’ik” din’
t'ust’u, to toranyn syjy jeyil” boldu (Malecki 1890: vi; Kow. 145) ‘how much the
religion weakened, so much the esteem of the Torah became light’ < Pol. a jak ...,
to ... In addition, both sentences retain a full morphological and lexical autonomy.
However, the verb ¢ u$t'u seems to have been semantically copied from the Pol.
upadt ‘fell down’.

In many cases, the copying of a Slavic syntactic structure opens the gate to
the implementation of function words, change of verb forms and word order, and
consequently, to an extensive restructuring of the whole construction, e.g. Pol.
nim zrobi > H nim esler Grzegorzewski (1903: 49), which rules out the genuine H
eslegince “until he does, after he did’.

The following is a pragmatic copy, which imitates a corresponding Polish
situation, T kofam (Kow. 112) ‘Come in!” < Pol. ‘Proszg!” (said, when somebody
knocks on the door).

6. CONCLUSION

As shown above and evidenced in Kowalski (1929), Musaev (1964) etc., modern
Western Karaim is unlike modern Crimean Karaim, and should be related to an
earlier historical stage of this language. However, it is not correct to compare
languages at different historical stages, and Tekin was right when he criticized
Menges for comparing modern languages with historical languages (Tekin 1991:
9). Therefore, there is no other solution than to separate modern Western Karaim
from modern Crimean Karaim. In fact, Tekin did so by separating dialects and
classifying them into different groups.

As for the cohesion of the traditionally established North-Western Kipchak
group, it is evident that there are a few important features that distinguish Western
Karaim from other languages in the group. Probably Baskakov was right when he
pronounced the opinion that the Karaim language, due to a range of distinctive
features, should be separated from the “Kipchak-Polovets” subgroup and con-
sidered a distinct unit (Baskakov 1960: 150). However, he eventually located it
alongside other modern languages, i.e. Kumuk, Karachai-Balkar and Crimean
Tatar. Of these, the two former are closer to each other than any of them to
Crimean Tatar, Kumuk and Karachi-Balkar share a range of features, which are
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relics of old grammar and vocabulary, and are unknown to Crimean Tatar. On the
other hand, the Kipchak dialect of Crimean Tatar exhibits common features with
Karachai-Balkar, while the Oghuz dialect is more like Kumuk.

In the light of the above arguments, treating Western Karaim as a separate
language within the North-Western group of Turkic languages seems justified.
The remaining modern languages can be subdivided into two subgroups, Cauca-
sian with Kumuk and Karachai-Balkar, and Crimean with Kipchak dialect of
Crimean Tatar, Kipchak dialect of Urum,’? extinct modern Crimean Karaim and
extinct Krimchak.

ABBREVIATIONS
AK = Armeno-Kipchak
Ar, = Arabic
CKar. — Crimean Karaim
CTat. = Crimean Tatar
hH - Halicz dialect of Western Karaim
Hb. = Hebrew
k = Crimean Karaim
Kar. - Karaim
Krim. - Krimchak
L = Euck dialect of Western Karaim
OKrim. = Old Krimchak
Per. = Persian
Pol. = Polish
SL — Slavic
T = Troki dialect of Western Karaim
Trk. = Turkic
Tur. - Turkish
WK = Western Karaim

53 Because of lack of data, this is done tentatively. For the same reason the Crimean Tatar
ethnolect of Gypsies is also neglected.
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------ 1993. Religious terminology in Armeno-Kipchak. Journal of Turkology 1(1): 59-111.

------ 1997. One more sermon by Anton Vartabed. Acta Oriantalia Hungarica 50: 301-320.

ZAJACZKOWSKI, Ananjasz 1931. Krdtki wyklad gramatyki jezyka zachodnio-karaimskiego
(narzecze fucko-halickie). Luck: Aleksander Mardkowicz.
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APPENDIX

A BIBLIOGRAPHY OF PUBLICATIONS ON KARAIMS IN RUSSIA,
UKRAINE AND FRANCE!

To his paper published in 1997, Tapani Harviainen appended a list of twelve pub-
lications issued by Karaims in Lithuania and Poland between 1989 and 19952
Since after the disintegration of the Soviet Union a spectacular revival of the
Karaim culture and religion has also been taking place in the Crimea and a few
other places in Russia and Ukraine to which Crimean Karaims once emigrated, it
is worth compiling a preliminary bibliography of publications that came out in
these places. The bibliography also includes a few publications produced by the
late M. S. Sara¢ (d. 2000) in France. It contains 30 items, published in the 1990s.2

In Russia:

COREF, M[ihail] Ja[kovlevi&] 1993. Krymskie karaimy. Moskva: M. S. Sarac. [44 pp.; From the
contents: Remnants of paganism of Crimean Karaims; Ceburek pies and brown roosters;
the first Crimean printing house; Ac-kez [!] (a Karaim tale); Karaim aphorisms; Karaim
proverbs and sayings; Karaim riddles; Hoja Nasreddin stories and parables.]

FUKI, Aleksandr 1995. Karaimy — Synov'ja i doceri Rossii. Rasskazy i ocerki ob ucastii i bojah ot
Krymskoj vojny do Velikoj Oteestvennoj. Moskva: Interprint. [153 pp.; among others, the
book includes Preface by M. Sara¢ 5-7; Introduction 8-9; Historical overview 10-30 and
bibliographical notes on Karaims who participated in Russian military campaigns:

I am indebted to Prof. Dr. Yuri Polkanov, author of valuable works on Karaim, for granting
me many publications included in this bibliography and to Ms. Mariola Abkowicz, editor of
Awazyntyz, for her important additions to this list.

2 “Signs of New Life in Karaim Communities”, in: M'hammed Sabour & Knut S. Viker
(eds.), Ethnic Encounter and Culture Change (Nordic Research on the Middle East, 3):
72-83. Bergen: Nordic Society for Middle Eastern Studies, 1997.

3

Although Poland falls out of the scope of this bibliography, it is to note that at the end of the
1990s a bulletin Awazymyz devoted to the history, social and cultural affairs of Karaims
began to appear. It is published by the Karaim Religious Association and the Association of
Polish Karaims: 1(2) 1999 [12 pp.; number 2 refers to a brochure issued 10 years ago,
regarded as the predecessor of the present bulletin], 2(3) 1999 (20 pp.) and 1(4) 2000 (20
pp.). This fact is worth mentioning because Polish Karaims did not have any periodical
publication for years, and the list by Harviainen (1997), includes in fact only one Polish
publication.
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1854-55 (3); 187778 (2); 190405 (7); 1914-18 (27); 1941-45 (247), and the World
War II in France 193945 (5).]

HAFUZ, M. E. 1995. Russko-karaimskij slovar'. Krymskij dialekt, Moskva: Obiestvo Vostoko-
vedov RAN. [216 pp.; Forward 3-5; Grammar 6-68; Female names of Crimean Karaims
69-73; Family names of Crimean Karaims 74-86; Dictionary 87-215; the dictionary,
compiled by a non-professional, should be looked up with caution.]

SARAC, M. S. (ed.). Karaimskaja Narodnaja Encikiopedfja. Vol. I Vvodnoj [*Introductory’] 1995
(Moskva), Vol. I1 1996. Vera i religija. Religija krymskih karaev (karaimov) ['Creed and
Religion. The Religion of Crimean Karais (Karaims)'] (PariZ), Vol. Il 1997. Jazyk i
fol'klor karaimov [‘The Language and Folklore of Karaims'] (Moskva); Vol. IV 1998,
ProishoZdenie krymskih karaev (karaimov) ['Origin of Crimean Karais (Karaims)’]
(Moskva).

------ 1997. Karaimy i Moskva. Izdanie posvjasceno 850-letiju Moskvy. Moskva: Mejregio-
nal'noj centr otraslevoj informatiki Gasatomnadzora Rossii. [25 memoirs of various per-
sonages. |

------ 1994, Karaimskie vesti. Karaite News. Qaraj xaberler. Moskva: M. S. Sarag. [A socio-
cultural newsletter.]

------ 1997. Anan ben David — posledovatel’ Sokrata. [8 pp.; an occasional paper, devoted to
David b. Anan as a successor lo Socrates. |

-===-= 2000. Istorija i sut' religioznyh verovanij. Moskva: M. S. Sarac. [135 pp.; philosophical
essays.]

SIMACENKO, Ju. B. (ed.) 1992. Materialy k serii “Narody i kul'tury” . Vypusk 14. Karaimy. Kniga
1. Moskva: Institut Etnologii i Antropologii im. N. N. Mikluho-Maklaja RAN.

------ (ed.) 1993. Materialy k serii “Narody i kul'tury”. Vypusk 14. Karaimy. Kniga 2.
Karaimskij bibliograficeskij slovar' (ot konca XVII v. do 1960 g.). [Compiled by B. B.
Eljagevié]. Moskva: Institut Elnologii i Antropologii im. N. N. Mikluho-Maklaja RAN.

POLKANOV, Ju. A. 1994, Rodovoe gnezdo karaimov. Kyrk-er — Kale — Cuft-Kale (Cufut-Kale).
Stihi, Predaniia, Folklor, Fotografii. Moskva: M. S. Sara¢. [40 pp.; 11 photographs;
poems, legends, folklore texts and photographs.|

In France:

POLKANOV, A, L. 1995. Krymskie karaimy (karai — korennyj malocislennyj tjurkskij narod
Kryma). Pariz. [IV + 275 pp.; edited by Yu. A. Polkanov, with a foreword by Ju. Kochu-
bej (I-1V) and Ju. Polkanov (7-14); without the name of publisher; this is a slightly
modified version of the undated edition, extended by numerous paragraphs inserted in
italics by Ju. A. Polkanov.]

SARAC, M. S. 1996. Uéenie Anana. [31 pp.; an appendix to the newsletter Karaimskie Vesti; also
appeared in an English translation, see below.]

—————— 1997, Anan’s Teaching. Appendix to “Karai News". [22 pp.; English translation of the
above; no publication place provided.]

In Ukraine:

BABODZAN, A., T. BOGOSLAVSKAJA, G. KATYK, V. KROPOTOV & A. POLKANOVA 1999,
Krymskie karai (Krymskie karaimy-tjurki). Samoidentifikacija. Kratkij ocerk istorii i
kul'tury. Simferopol'-AgmedZid: Associacija Krymskih karaimov. [28 pp.; a short infor-
mation brochure on Crimean Karaims.]
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JALPACIK, G. S. 1993. Russko-karaimskij razgovernik. Urus-Qaray lagyrdylyq. Simferopol":
Tavrija. [112 pp.; the phrasebook includes dialogues 8-53; portions of a play by Katyk
53-60; brief notes on Karaim grammar 60-69; a few specimens of texts with translations
into Russian 70-79 and a Karaim-Russian glossary 80-110.]

KAPON-IVANOV, Valentin 2000. Tunes of Karaim Wedding (collection of children’s pieces) for
piano. Kharkiv: National Composers” Union of Ukraine. [16 pp; title also in Russian,
Ukrainian and Karaim; the titles of pieces of music in English, Karaim and Ukrainian. ]

KEFELL, O[leksij] (transl.) 1998. Kazka pro ljedacogo hlopcja. Karaims'ka narodna kazka. Donbel
ulannifi yomag. Qarayim halq yomagi. In: Stjezkami premudryh kazok. Narodni kazki:
86-92; 93-99. Kiiv.

LEBEDEVA, B. L. 1992. Recepty karaimskoj kuxni. Simferopol': Redotdel Krymskogo komiteta po
pecati. [272 pp.; Karaim recipe book.]

—————— 2000. Ocerki po istorii krymskix karaimov-tjurkov. Simferopol'. [116 pp.; published by
the author; studies on the history and national customs of Karaims 3-57; 58-63; a chapter
on Karaim personal names 6484, with lists of family, male and female names 85-1 13.]

LEvi, B. 1995. Karaimskaja $kola. Odessa: Associacija nacional'mo-kul'turnyx i kul'turno-
prosvetitel'nyh organizacij odesskoj oblasti. [24 pp.; a well documented history of Karaim
education in Odessa.|

—————— 1996. Russko-karaimskij slovar'. Krymskij dialekt. 8120 slov. Urus-Karay Sézliik. Odessa.
[118 pp.; a well documented, reliable Russian-Crimean Karaim dictionary.]

—————— 1997. Progulka po Odesse. Odessa. [28 pp.; without the name of the publisher; a well
documented sketch of activities of Karaim intellectuals in Odessa.]

POLKANOV, A. L. [undated, without the place of publication] Krymskie karaimy. [90 pp.; a version
of A. L. Polkanov 1995, printed in Ukraine.]

POLKANOV, Ju. A. 1994. Obrjady i obycai krymskih karaimov-tjurkov: Zenit'ba, rodenie rebenka,
pohorony. Bahéisaraj. [52 pp.; description of the related national customs of Crimean
Karaims in Russian with a short glossary of Karaim terms, a bibliographical note on Sima
Mangubi and information on the fascicules of Karaim Encyclopedia published so far;
there is no information on the transmitters of the most of customs described.]

wee 1995a. Qrymgqafra]jlarnyii Atalar-Sozy. Poslovicy i pogovorki krymskih karaimov.
Bahgisaraj. [78 pp.; over 1,000 Karaim riddles with Russian translation, drawn from the
works by Dubiriski, Kefeli, Radloff, Filonenko and KRPS, and recorded from informants
indicated in the introduction, with no information on this at a particular riddle.]

------ 1995b. Legendy i predanija karaev (krymskih karaimov-tjurkov). Simferopol'. [67 pp.; a
selection of legends collected by B. Kokenaj, S. Krym and S. Sapgal, some of which have
already been published, pp. 9-38, with compiler’s comments and bibliographical notes on
the collectors; in Russian.]

—————— 1997. Karais — the Crimean Karaites-Turks. History. Ethnology. Culture. Simferopol:
The State Committee on National Affairs and Deported Citizens of the Crimean Autono-
mous Republic and the Association of the National and Cultural Societies of the Crimea.
[149 pp.; most of the study written in Russian with a parallel English translation. ]

RUSAEVA, M. B. (ed.) 1996. S. E. Duvan “Ja ljublju Evpatoriju”. Slovo i delo Gorodskogo
Golovy. Evpatoria: Izdatel'stvo JuZnye vedomosti. [4 + 154 pp. and 40 photographs; Life
story of the renown citizen and public person of Eupatoria, with an outline of his activi-
ties, including documents such as speeches, projects and photographs.]

SAPSAL, Seraja, s.a. Karaimy i Cufut-Kale v Krymu. Kratkij ocerk. [No place of publication nor
publisher provided; an extended and annotated re-edition of Sapsal’s earlier publication,
37 pp.; prefaced by Ju. A. Polkanov, 3-4, with a bibliographical note on Sapal.]
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